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Response to Comment 1:

The total amount of soil and rock to be excavated for the Project is about 47 million cubic
feet (1.8 million cubic yards) of material. About 78% of that volume is from the four
running tunnels excavated by the Tunnel Boring Machine. The balance comes from shafts,
cross passages, cut sections, cut and cover sections, and ventilation plenum tunnels and
evacuation tunnels. However, that volume is considered in “bank,” or in place. Once
excavated from its natural state, the volume increases and is considered “loose” volume.
1 The project will need to dispose of some 70 million cubic feet (2.7 million cubic yards) of
material.

The contractor is expected to provide limited on-site storage for the excavated material.

2 Good practice for the construction industry is to provide on-site storage for about one to
three days of excavation production. It is most efficient to not double handle the material,
but to load it directly into trucks and haul it out. However, sometimes traffic conditions
(e.g. an accident) or truck breakdowns as well as limited hours of the day for truck hauling
3 operations means that some on-site storage for excavated material is warranted.

At this early stage of the project, it is too early to identify a selected disposal site(s). On
similar projects, disposal of the excavated material is often left up to bidding contractors
and market forces. The contractor with a good plan to deal with this issue (e.g. “sell” the
material to fill another project) will have the lower bid. Similarly, haul routes will be
developed by the construction contractor working with the City of Baltimore DOT to
identify the exact route to support the contractor’s means and methods. Amtrak would
work with FRA to investigate whether any of the tunnel waste material can be transported
away from the site by rail, with the goal of minimizing total truck traffic caused by the
project.

Chapter VI, Environmental Consequences, provides additional information regarding
4 construction of the Preferred Alternative, including information about disposal needs.

Response to Comment 2:

Chapter VI Section L provides additional information regarding construction of the Build
Alternatives, including information about the location and impacts of the staging areas. It is
not yet known how large of a staging area is needed, but several acres or more could be

5 required.

Construction staging areas for the Build Alternatives would be located adjacent to the
north portal, south portal, and ventilation facilities. Construction staging areas would
include facilities such as materials storage and lay down areas, water treatment, parking,
power generation, and offices. Construction staging for the south portal and south vent
facility would be primarily to the east and west of the proposed trench and cut-and-cover
areas, within the limits-of-disturbance and existing Amtrak right-of-way. At the
Intermediate Ventilation Facility, construction staging would be confined to the site limits
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identified in Chapter Il and Chapter IV. The north portal construction staging area would
be located between the existing light rail tracks and the Jones Falls waterway, in the vicinity
6 of the North Avenue, Howard Street, and CSX Bridges over Jones Falls. Construction staging
for the north vent facility would occur within the I-83 loop ramp area, currently in use as a
BCDOT facility.

Response to Comment 3:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield Avenue
7 sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock Street and
Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce environmental
impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the Whitelock Street
site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that corridor. The
ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the surrounding
area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community character with
noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as described in
Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and individual
community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are documented in
8 this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Placing the Intermediate Ventilation Facility on Druid Hill Avenue was explored during the
creation of the DEIS. Specifically, the Team considered Druid Hill Avenue between
Cloverdale Road and Retreat Street, as well as between Whitelock Street and Clendenin
Street. These sites were not considered further due to their distance from the optimal
location for a ventilation facility near the tunnel alignment. For more information, please
see Chapter lIl.

Response to Comment 4:

As stated in the comment, the total number of daily commuter train service using the
tunnel would be 164 trains. Chapter IV, Section H contains an operational emissions
analysis that takes into consideration future diesel emissions (including from projected
increase in diesel-powered MARC trains). The table below displays this information:
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Diesel Locomotive Emissions (2040
Scenario co VvoC NO, PMjo PM;s
2040 No Build 8.6 03 6.7 0.1 0.1
Alternative

2040 Build Alternatives 19.4 0.6 15.2 0.2 0.2
Net Increase 10.9 0.3 8.5 0.1 0.1

De Minimis Threshold -- 50 100 -- 100
Below De Minimis? -- Yes Yes -- Yes

Notes: De Minimis thresholds do not apply within an area in attainment for that specific pollutant. The
Project is in an attainment area for CO and PM,.

Values of “Net Increase” subject to rounding. All values in table rounded to the nearest 0.1 tons.

USEPA does not provide any SO2 or SOx emissions factors (see Emission Factors for Locomotives, EPA-420-
F-09-025, April 2009); furthermore, the project is in an attainment area for SOx.

As shown in the table above, the build alternatives would have no net increase in
operational emissions exceeding applicable de minimis thresholds. The build alternatives
would result in no projected increase in diesel freight train operations, and no significant
air emissions would be generated by electric locomotive trains (e.g., Amtrak). Net increases
in emissions would be due to diesel MARC trains. The No-Build and build alternatives’
diesel emissions were estimated based upon emissions factors provided by the EPA (EPA,
2009). As shown in the table, the MARC equipment and operational changes would have no
significant effects on air quality, as the net change in emissions of NOy, VOC, and PM, s
between the 2040 No-Build and the 2040 build alternatives scenarios would be below the
de minimis levels.

The increase in diesel emissions was evaluated for impacts on the local community, which
is comprised of environmental justice populations. The Ventilation System Analysis
contained in Chapter VI, Section H is a hot spot analysis of diesel emissions. Please see this
chapter and associated tables for more information.

Response to Comment 5:
Long idling times at stations due to construction-related delays are not anticipated to
occur, but mitigation measures will be considered during final design if applicable.

Response to Comment 6:
This is beyond the purview of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 7:

Information regarding erosion and sediment controls as well as stormwater and
groundwater control measures are included in Chapter VI and Chapter VII. The Preferred
Alternative will include the development and implementation of a Stormwater
Management Plan in accordance with MDE guidelines. The plan will focus on stormwater
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runoff associated with construction activities and surface impacts, both temporary and
permanent, throughout the study area. As the Project advances beyond 10% design and
toward 30% design, the management of stormwater will be developed in greater detail.
Planned mitigation efforts to reduce stormwater impacts include potentially greening
vacant lots, adding landscaping and street trees within a half mile of the alignment, and
adding vegetative buffers along the northeast corridor of the Study Area. The Preferred
Alternative will also include development and implementation of an Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan for construction activities.

Groundwater will be managed during both construction and operation of the tunnels.
During construction a closed face machine will install segmented concrete waterproof
linings. There is low likelihood of experiencing significant groundwater during construction.
During operation, there will be an internal drainage system which will pump out water.

Response to Comment 8: Climate Change

The guidance provided by the CEQ addressing the ways that Federal agencies can improve
their consideration of the effects of GHG emissions and climate change in their evaluation
of proposals for Federal actions under NEPA was finalized on 8/1/16. Please see Chapter VI
for a discussion of GHG emissions of the Build alternatives compared to Alternative 1: No-
Build. Please see Chapter V, Section E for a summary discussion of climate change impacts
relevant to the Study Area. The Project Team did consider impacts related to resiliency,
specifically the impacts of rainfall and flooding on the Project. The Jones Falls might
experience flooding, and the North Portal is located within the floodplain. Modelling
indicates that the portal would be inundated in a major storm event. The tunnels are being
designed to have storm doors. Sub-stations are also being considered for potential flooding
impacts.

Chapter VI describes removing a chokepoint from the NEC. The section acknowledges that,
as operations become more efficient, environmental benefits are generated through the
avoidance of emissions and through energy savings, and includes a brief discussion of GHG
emissions of the Build condition compared to Alternative 1: No-Build. However, the data
for this Project was insufficient to quantify the specific emission reductions from moving
commuters from reliance on automobiles to more energy-efficient train use.

Response to Comment 9: Environmental Justice

Under Executive Order (12898), federal agencies are required to identify and address
disproportionately high and adverse effects of federal projects on the health or
environment of minority and low-income populations to the greatest extent practicable
and permitted by law. The Department of Transportation’s environmental justice initiatives
accomplish this goal by involving the potentially affected public in developing
transportation projects that fit harmoniously within their communities without sacrificing
safety or mobility.
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The B&P Project Team has performed an Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis consistent with
EO 12898 and subsequent USDOT Orders. A critical component of the EO on environmental
justice is public outreach. The Project Team has engaged extensively with the community
throughout the development of the Project, as detailed in Chapter VIIl. Meetings were held
with local officials; public, local, and regional organizations; government agencies; and
representatives of affected EJ communities along the evaluated alternative alignment.
Three public open houses and ten community meetings were held where the public was
given the opportunity to learn about the Project development in-person, ask questions,
and engage in discussions with the Project Team. The Project Team also attended several
local community association meetings with environmental justice populations to present
information on the Project and respond to questions in smaller, neighborhood-focused
settings. Additionally, the Project Team attended meetings at the request of the following
organizations: Residents Against the Tunnel (RATT) on May 24, 2016 at the Beth AM
Synagogue; No Boundaries Coalition on June 14, 2016 at St. Peter Claver Church; and
Baltimore City Public Schools on June 16, 2016 at John Eager Howard Elementary School.

Direct mailings to residents in the Study Area included property owners within one-quarter
mile of the build alternatives, as well as additional properties within the south portal area
that could potentially be impacted by the Project. The Project website continues to post
meeting notices, Project information, and avenues to comment. Publications including
print advertisements, newsletters, and fliers have been distributed at transit hub locations,
educational facilities, libraries, senior homes, shopping centers, laundromats, places of
worship, and other organizations.

The Project Team studied community composition in the areas affected by the build
alternatives. It reviewed data from the American Community Survey 2009-2013 for
minority and low-income populations, the National Center for Educational Statistics,
government-assisted housing programs, historical references, city officials, field visits, and
community meetings. From this information, the Project Team learned that of the 77
Census Block Groups in the Study Area, 72 contain minority race and/or ethnicity
populations of 50 percent or more. Thirty-six Census Block Groups contain 32 percent or
higher low-income households. More information can be found in Chapter V of this FEIS.

Because the build alternatives are located almost entirely within EJ communities within the
Study Area, the effects would be borne primarily by minority and low-income populations.
For the Preferred Alternative, neighborhood and community facility impacts would
primarily occur at the north portal within the Jones Falls area neighborhood, the south
portal within the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood, and the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility location within the Reservoir Hill neighborhood. The Preferred Alternative would
result in 22 residential and 6 commercial property displacements. Four places of worship in
the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood would be displaced. There would be high and
adverse effects to EJ populations from noise, as well as medium and adverse effects to EJ
populations from visual quality due to the placement of a ventilation facility. Alternative 3A
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would displace no residential buildings, and Alternative 3C would displace 12 residential
buildings.

As the Project is advanced to the design phase and if funding is available, the Project
sponsor would carry out mitigation measures and would continue to work with the
community in order to minimize impacts. The vast majority of this Project sponsor will be
underground which would reduce the overall impact to the communities. The Project will
also establish a fund to support community development within affected communities, as
well as a fund for maintenance of and improvement to publicly-owned parks and
recreational facilities within % mile of the Project alignment. The Project sponsor will
coordinate with local job training organizations to facilitate targeted job training and
include construction contract goals for workers of social and economic disadvantage. The
Project will also provide relocation protections to property owners and tenants pursuant to
the Uniform Relocation Act. For more information, please refer to Chapter VII of this FEIS.

The value provided in the FEIS is the weighted average poverty threshold in 2013 for a
family of four as per the September 2014 “Income and Poverty in the United States: 2013”
report (P60-249). Regarding methodology, we have used guidance from the CEQ 1997 and
from US DOT orders. The resulting analysis indicates that 74 of 77 Block Groups within the
Study Area meet criteria for EJ populations. We believe we have adequately captured
where environmental justice populations reside within the Study Area. For more
information, please refer to Chapter VI, Section A.

Chapter V, Section A includes information on housing. The Study Area currently contains
six publicly-owned housing developments, with a total of 2,467 units, dispersed
throughout the Study Area. There are also 22 affordable housing apartment developments
with a total of 3,111 units. Seven of these developments provide family housing, 12 serve
the elderly, and two provide disabled housing. One development is not classified (HABC,
Accessed 2014). According to the Housing Authority of Baltimore City website, “with an
inventory of approximately 11,000 units, the Housing Authority of Baltimore City’s (HABC)
portfolio includes 28 family developments, 19 mixed population buildings, 2 senior
buildings and scattered sites throughout the City” (baltimorehousing.org). The 2,467 units
of publicly-owned housing in the Study Area represents roughly 3% of all publicly-owned
housing in the city. According to affordable housing information obtained from the HUD
Affordable Apartment search, the 22 affordable housing apartment developments in
Baltimore City represent roughly 5% of the total 112 affordable housing apartment
developments in Baltimore City.

As stated above, the Project Team has engaged extensively with the community
throughout the development of the Project. For more details, please see Chapter VIII.



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

13

14

COMMENTS

FEIS November 2016

RESPONSES

Response to Comment 10: Noise and Vibration

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes
resulted in reductions in impacts, including to noise and vibration. Chapter lll in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Information
regarding estimated vibrations and noise impacts during operation is as follows:

From the FEIS Evaluation Matrix: Estimated Noise and Vibration Impacts During Operation

Criterion Measure Alt 1 Alt 3A Alt 3B Alt 3C
Estimated # of 0 Severe 0 Severe 141 Severe 111 Severe
Number of
I . Buildings 254 297 979
’ | 0 Moderat
Bulldm.gs W't.h Moderate oderate Moderate Moderate Moderate
Potential Noise
or Severe
Impacts
Estimated 0 Vibration |0 Vibration [0 Vibration | 0 Vibration
Number of Sites 4 of
W_ith P.otential Sites 12 Ground- | 156 Ground- {449 Ground- | 168 Ground-
Vibration Borne Noise | Borne Noise [Borne Noise | Borne Noise
Impacts

During construction, both noise and vibration will be mitigated, and the public will be
notified of construction as per information in Chapter VI.

Alternative 3A is estimated to have 254 Moderate noise impacts, Alternative 3 B is
estimated to have 141 Severe and 296 Moderate noise impacts, and Alternative 3C is
estimated to have 111 Severe and 979 Moderate noise impacts. The severe impacts were
predicted at residential areas nearest the railroad between the West Baltimore station and
the south portal. The duration of the construction period will be six years; 2020 to 2025.
Measures will be implemented to lessen noise during construction, which could potentially
include erection of temporary walls or earth berms between the noise source and the
sensitive receptor, the identification of haul routes that avoid sensitive receptors to the
maximum extent possible, and location of stationary noise generating equipment at a
distance from sensitive receptors. In addition, construction activities can be planned to
avoid prolonged noise generating activities and to minimize construction activities during
the most sensitive time of day or night. Chapter VI of this FEIS further details noise
construction mitigation.

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
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Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. Heavy machinery
could include tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment, and heavy-duty
impulsive equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed
as Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per
second (ips) as a unit of measurement. TBM vibrations during construction would generally
be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the
proposed tunnels. The TBM would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration
source would likely only be felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves
away from a given location. This means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a
day or two when tunneling is continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by
common activities such as traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated
here would be comparable to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30
feet away from an observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VL. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

Response to Comment 11: Cultural Resources

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced through a comprehensive
alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input from the public
as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes resulted in sizeable
reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources. The FEIS identifies

10
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Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Il in this FEIS provides a comparison of
the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried forward based on engineering
and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification for the selection of Alternative
3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter IV of this FEIS.

Chapter VI, Section D provides detailed information on Section 4(f) Impacts to each of the
alternatives, including Alternative 3B, the Preferred Alternative. The table below indicates

specific impacts.

Overview of Section 4(f) Impacts

Alternative | Alternative 3A

Alternative 3B -

Alternative 3C

Preferred
Section 4(f) | 4 (use) 8 (use) 9 (use)
Properties (+3 No Use) (+1 No Use) (+1 No Use)
(+2 De Minimis) | (+3 De Minimis) (+2 De Minimis)
Use e B&O Belt Line e B&O Belt Line ® B&O Belt Line Railroad
Railroad Railroad @ B&O Belt Line Bridge
e B&O Belt Line o B&O Belt Line Bridge |e B&P Railroad
Bridge ® B&P Railroad ® Bridge 2410
® Bridge 2410 ® Bridge 2410 ® Midtown-Edmondson
o Midtown- o Midtown-Edmondson | Historic District (5
Edmondson Historic District (27 demolitions, 2 other)

Historic District
(1 demolition, 1
other)

demolitions, 8 other)
o Greater Rosemont
Historic District (5
demolitions, 15 other)
o Edmonson Avenue
Historic District (2
demolitions, 13 other)
® Atlas Storage Co

@ Greater Rosemont Historic
District (17 demolitions, 35
other)

* Edmonson Avenue Historic
District (12 demolitions, 35
other)

® Fire Company 36

® Ward Baking Co

De Minimis e Union Railroad
o B&P Railroad

® Fire Company 36
® Ward Baking Co
® Union Railroad

® Western Maryland Railroad
® Union Railroad

Total 2 Total
Contribut- 1 Demolition
ing*

53 Total
30 Demolitions

57 Total
18 Demolitions

Note: does not include intermediate ventilation plant
*Number of historic resources contributing to historic districts. Note that some buildings contribute to

multiple historic districts.

Additional information can be found in Chapter VII.
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The Architectural Historic Properties Effects Assessment Report will be posted on the B&P
Tunnel Project website.

Response to Comment 12: Air Quality

The Preferred Alternative includes development and implementation of a construction
emissions reduction plan, which includes measures such as reducing equipment idling
times, utilizing on-site storage to reduce truck haul trips, using low-emissions equipment,
dust suppression measures, ensuring the contractor has knowledge of appropriate fugitive
dust and equipment exhaust controls, and other measures.

Dust control measures will be in conformance with COMAR 26.11.06.03D pertaining to
Particulate Matter from Materials Handling and Construction and may include application
of water and calcium chloride to haul roads, provision of truck wheel wash stands,
minimization of exposed, erosion prone areas to the greatest extent possible; stabilization
of exposed earth with grass, geotextile fabric, ground cover, paving, or other finished
surface as easily as possible; and covering or shielding stockpiled materials from wind.
Additional information regarding air quality consequences and mitigation can be found in
Chapter VI and Chapter VII.

The build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the
Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would
allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional
connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific increase in
freight traffic are planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and operational
flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area without
impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the freight
railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the
near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including government
regulation, as well as market forces of rail transported materials such as coal, which
represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and
ethanol. The combination of these variables makes it virtually impossible to accurately
forecast freight usage. Variability of freight traffic is further described in Chapter V.

While it is not possible to accurately forecast future freight rail traffic, it is possible to
roughly estimate the order of magnitude of growth in freight traffic that would result in
exceeding the applicable de minimis thresholds for NOy and PM, 5. This rough estimate
assumes that regional freight trains would use six locomotives, local freight trains would
use two locomotives, each locomotive would have the same emissions profile as a diesel
passenger train locomotive, and that freight locomotives would move at approximately 30
mph through the tunnels. Based on these assumptions, every ten additional freight trains
would emit approximately the equivalent diesel emissions of 104 additional diesel
passenger trains. Ultimately, to exceed the de-minimis thresholds for NOy and PM s in the

FEIS November 2016 12
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vicinity of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility one would need to assume a market for,
and the track and signal capacity sufficient to accommodate, approximately thirty-four
times more freight traffic than currently operates through the existing tunnel. This would
be about 68 freight trains daily, in addition to the two that occur now. The NEC cannot
accommodate that many additional freight trains under any signal-control scenario, and it
is unlikely that there is market for, or available equipment sufficient to operate, that much
additional service in the greater Baltimore area.

Response to Comment 13: Hazardous Materials Management

The Project sponsor will develop and implement a Hazardous Spill Prevention Plan and a
Hazardous Materials Remediation Plan, as well as an Emergency Management Plan, to be
implemented in the event of a tunnel emergency.

Norfolk Southern (NS) has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing
reasonable requests for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials.
Hazardous/flammable materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and
through the B&P Tunnel subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT)
regulations governing the proper labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated
materials or wastes. The rules are explained

at https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the Hazardous
Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the movement of
hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum, chemical, and

nuclear products, throughout the Nation s rail transportation system, including
shipments transported to and from international organizations. The Division also has
authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate compliance with a
Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if such a package does not
contain a hazardous material.

FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.

Additional information on hazardous material management can be found in Chapter VI.

Response to Comment 14: Children’s Health

Children’s Health was assessed for Air Quality, Water, Soil and Hazardous Material and is
described in Chapter VI of this FEIS. The build alternatives would pose no health or safety
risks that would disproportionately affect children. The build alternatives would have no
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significant effects on air quality, as the net change in emissions of NO,, VOC, and PM3 5
between 2040 No-Build and the 2040 Build scenario would be below de minimis levels
(levels too low to measure or to have meaningful environmental or health impacts). In
accordance with the General Conformity Thresholds, it is unlikely that emissions associated
with the ventilation plants would cause, or substantially contribute to a violation of NAAQS,
established by the USEPA. No sole source aquifers, active water supply reservoirs, or wells
are located near the Project. The Project will have no impact to potable water. Under the
Preferred Alternative, 112 sites of concern were identified within 1 mile of the alignment;
once type and extent of contamination and details of construction are known, potential risk
and exposure can be assessed and appropriate documentation in place.
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AGENCY Comment 2:

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Custom House, Room 244
200 Chestnut Street
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106-2904

M EEFLY REFER TO.

February 2, 2016

9043.1
ER15/0695

Michelle Fishburne

Office of Railroad Policy and Development
USDOT Federal Railroad Adminmstration
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE

Washington, DC 20590

Subject: Northeast Corridor Baltimore and Potomac Tunnel Project Draft EIS/Section 4(0)
Dear Ms. Fishburne:

The Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Draft EIS and Section 4(f)
Evaluation prepared by the Federal Railroad Administration (FEA) for the Baltimore and
Potomac Tunnel Project in Baltimore, MD. We understand from the DEIS that the FRA is
considering the no action alternative and three action alternatives; the preferred alternative will
be identified in the Final EIS.

The purpose of the Project is to address the structural and operational deficiencies of the existing
B&F Tunnel and to accommaodate future high-performance intercity passenger rail service goals
for the NEC, including: to reduce travel time through the B&P Tunnel and along the NEC; to
accommodate existing and projected travel demand for intercity and commuter passenger
services, to eliminate impediments to existing and projected operations along the NEC; and to
provide operational reliability, while accounting for the value of the existing tunnel as an
important element of Baltimore's rail infrastructure. We offer the following comments on this
project for your consideration.

Section 4(I) Evaluation Comments

The Department appreciates that you have coordinated with various agencies regarding this
project and the development of the Section 4(f) Evaluation. We encourage continued
coordination with these agencies and tribes throughout the life of this project.

Currently, there is no preferred alternative identified and while the Section 4(f) Evaluation does
contain specific analysis about impacts to Section 4(f) resources, the Department of the Interior
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is currently unable to provide concurrence that there is a no feasible and prudent alternative and
that all measures have been taken to minimize harm. We appreciate and encourage continued
interagency communication as you move through the process of finalizing the EIS and selecting
a preferred alternative.

We note that there has been extensive consultation with the consulting parties and that a
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) will be developed to resolve any adverse effects. We agree

1 that this should be an appropriale measure to minirmze harm and to mitigate the adverse effect to
the Section 4(f) resources. We would appreciate the opportunity to review the MOA along with
the finalized Section 4(f).

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.
Sincerely,
(-

7 4

Lindy Nelson
Regional Environmental Officer

cc: Cheryl Sams, NPS

FEIS November 2016
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Response to Comment 1:
The Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) has been replaced with the Programmatic
Agreement. Please reference FEIS Appendix H.
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Response to Comment 1:

The Project Team has engaged in extensive public outreach throughout the development
of the Project, including three public open houses and ten community meetings where the
public was given the opportunity to learn about the Project and engage in discussion with
the Project Team. In addition to these meetings, the Project Team is working with
community groups and individual community members to determine the most effective
mitigation measures to address issues concerning community impact, noise and vibration
impacts, and community health (among others) as described in Chapter VI. The Project
Team has met with community members on two occasions: May 10 and May 31, 2016, to
discuss Project mitigation as described in Chapter VII. These efforts are ongoing and are
documented in this FEIS. Additional details of this outreach are described in Chapter VI, as
well as Chapter VIII.

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.

Response to Comment 2:

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.
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No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.

The housing market in Reservoir Hill is subject to many variables and externalities outside
of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or measure the future
economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.

Response to Comment 3:

The Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis in Chapter VI of this FEIS describes the
methodology for determining disproportionate impact to minority or economically
disadvantaged communities. EJ populations would experience impacts as a result of the
Project, including property acquisition; impacts to housing, land use/zoning, and
community facilities; changes in visual quality, and noise impacts as described in Chapter
VI. The Project Team has engaged extensively with the community throughout the
development of the Project, detailed in Chapter VIII. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with
community members and organizations and are documented in this FEIS.

18



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS RESPONSES

DEIS Comment 2:

Response to Comment 1:

The primary purpose of the Project is to address structural and operational deficiencies of
the existing B&P Tunnel and to accommodate future high-performance intercity passenger
rail service goals for the Northeast Corridor (NEC). However, the build alternatives could
increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the Study Area. CSX freight lines do
not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would allow CSX trains to travel
through the tunnel without construction of additional connections as part of a separate
project from the Project.

While no increase in freight traffic is planned or proposed with the Project, increased
capacity and operational flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the
1 Study Area without impeding passenger operations. At present, there are no indications
from the freight railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel would
change in the near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables,
including government regulation, and market forces on rail transported materials such as
coal (which represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads), crude oil/crude industrials
sands, and ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported
that for the first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent
compared to the same period in 2015. The combination of these variables makes it
virtually impossible to accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of

2 freight traffic is further described in Chapter V.

Response to Comment 2:

While reducing travel time through the B&P Tunnel is one of several goals of the Project, it
is not the reason that the Project was initiated. The existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140
years old and is approaching the end of its useful life with regard to its physical condition.
While the existing tunnel remains safe for rail transportation, it requires substantial
maintenance and repairs, and it does not meet current design standards. The tunnel is
considered to be structurally deficient due to its age, the original design, and wear and
tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and future rail
demands. The Purpose and Need of the Project is further defined in Chapter Il of this FEIS.
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Please see responses to the testimony of Field Blauvelt on the next page.
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Response to Comment 1:

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 2:

The Preferred Alternative would displace 22 residential buildings in the Midtown-
Edmondson neighborhood, Alternative 3A would displace no residential buildings, and
Alternative 3C would displace 12 residential buildings. Executive Order 12898 requires
federal agencies to ensure effective, meaningful involvement of low-income and minority
populations in project planning and development, and potentially affected EJ populations
have fair and equal access to information. The Project Team has engaged in extensive
public outreach throughout the development of the Project, including three public open
houses and ten community meetings. In addition to these meetings, Mitigation Working
Groups comprised of community organization representatives and members of the Project
Team were established to determine the most effective mitigation for the Project. Details
of this outreach are described in Chapter VI and Chapter VIII.

Response to Comment 3:

Alternative 3A is estimated to have 254 Moderate noise impacts, Alternative 3 B is
estimated to have 141 Severe and 296 Moderate noise impacts, and Alternative 3C is
estimated to have 111 Severe and 979 Moderate noise impacts. The severe impacts were
predicted at residential areas nearest the railroad between the West Baltimore station and
the south portal. The duration of the construction period will be six years; 2020 to 2025.
Measures will be implemented to lessen noise during construction, which could potentially
include erection of temporary walls or earth berms between the noise source and the
sensitive receptor, the identification of haul routes that avoid sensitive receptors to the
maximum extent possible, and location of stationary noise generating equipment at a
distance from sensitive receptors. In addition, construction activities can be planned to
avoid prolonged noise generating activities and to minimize construction activities during
the most sensitive time of day or night. Chapter VI of this FEIS further details noise
construction mitigation.
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Regarding concerns for the impact of vibration on historic homes, the Project Team has
studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and determined that the
estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses, including those constructed
on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed at select buildings in the
Study Area, which will be documented in written reports and photographs. These buildings
would be selected based on a number of factors, and would include sites where vibration
or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites identified by the community as
hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest.

Response to Comment 4:

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. Heavy machinery
could include tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment, and heavy-duty
impulsive equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed
as Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per
second (ips) as a unit of measurement. TBM vibrations during construction would generally
be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the
proposed tunnels. The TBM would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration
source would likely only be felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves
away from a given location. This means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a
day or two when tunneling is continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by
common activities such as traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated
here would be comparable to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30
feet away from an observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
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Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

Response to Comment 5:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 6:

The tunnel must be constructed to meet current standards for fire The Project sponsor will
develop an Emergency Management Plan to be implemented in the event of a tunnel
emergency.

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality; emissions would fall within all
acceptable federal air quality standards. The maximum 1-hour NO, concentrations were
predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) threshold,
which have been set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO, were
modeled to be within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would
be within NAAQS, as NOx is the most strictly regulated air pollutant generated from diesel
locomotive operation. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis, including
ventilation facility air dispersion modeling.

Regarding concerns for siting the ventilation facility near the elementary school, Chapter
VI of this FEIS specifically reviewed air quality, water, soil and hazardous material impacts
on Children’s Health. The build alternatives would pose no health or safety risks that would
disproportionately affect children. The build alternatives would have no significant effects
on air quality, as the net change in emissions of NOx VOC, and PM, s between 2040 No-
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Build and the 2040 Build scenario would be below de minimis levels (levels too low to
measure or to have meaningful environmental or health impacts). In accordance with the
General Conformity Thresholds, it is unlikely that emissions associated with the ventilation
facilities would cause, or substantially contribute to a violation of NAAQS, established by

the USEPA.
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Please reference DEIS Comment #46.

RESPONSES

25



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS

FEIS November 2016

RESPONSES

26



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS

FEIS November 2016

RESPONSES

27



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS

DEIS Comment 4:

FEIS November 2016

Thank you for your comment.

RESPONSES
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Response to Comment 1:
Thank you for your comment. The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred
Alternative.

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes

resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.

The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Ill in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.
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Response to Comment 1:
We appreciate your concern. However, wireless services on trains are features offered by
the train operators and are not considered in this Project.
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Response to Comment 1:
We appreciate your concern. However, wireless services on trains are features offered by
the train operators and are not considered in this Project.
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DEIS Comment 8: Response to Comment 1:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

1]
Response to Comment 2:
2 Amtrak and Norfolk Southern (NS) are anticipated to use existing fleets and newly acquired
3 equipment in the tunnel. This equipment must meet federal standards for safe operations.
In addition, the tunnel will be equipped with Automatic Train Control (ATC) and Positive
4 ‘ Train Control (PTC) systems, which use computer systems to control the speed of both

passenger and freight trains within the tunnel.

NS has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing reasonable requests
for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials. Hazardous/flammable
materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and through the B&P Tunnel
subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations governing the proper
labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated materials or wastes. The rules are
explained at https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,
chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation s rail transportation system,
including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.

FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.
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No sole source aquifers, active water supply reservoirs, or wells are located near the
Project. The Project will have no impact to potable water.

Response to Comment 3:

A total of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build,
Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and 14 new location alternatives.
The 14 new location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous studies
(Alternatives 3 through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project
(Alternatives 8 through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to
all of the 16 preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and
Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at
Baltimore Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable
engineering issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of
alternatives development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15, and
16 were all found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter lll of the FEIS details the basis of elimination
or retention for each alternative.

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.

Response to Comment 4:

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.
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For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.

The economic market in Reservoir Hill is subject to many variables and externalities
outside of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or measure the
future economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.
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Response to Comment 1:

The existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is approaching the end of its useful
life with regard to its physical condition. While the existing tunnel remains safe for rail
transportation, it requires substantial maintenance and repairs, and it does not meet
current design standards. The tunnel is considered to be structurally deficient due to its
age, the original design, and wear and tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and
unable to meet current and future rail demands. The Purpose and Need of the Project is
further defined in Chapter Il of this FEIS.

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes
resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.
The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Ill in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.
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DEIS Comment 10:
Response to Comment 1:

For all build alternatives, the majority of the Project would be constructed underground,
and north portal construction (including north ventilation facilities) would take place within

Brittany Rolf existing transportation land uses. Impacts would primarily occur due to the construction of

From: field blauvelt . the south portal and the Intermediate Ventilation Facility.

Sent Thursday, February 25, 2016 9:56 AM

Tot BPTunnel Information For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of

i':::i;::emx Eiﬁ:?ﬂ?::ﬂ - Gl N nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the

o Sleg Balciaeets el Mg estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
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whether anyone with any power cares, We insist that these alternate plans be considered, Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter

Fiict Elateis VIl.More information about potential environmental impacts to the Study Area
communities as a result of the Project are documented in Chapter VI, Section A of the
FEIS.

The Project Team has engaged in extensive public outreach throughout the development
of the Project including three Public Open Houses, as well as ten community meetings
where the public was given the opportunity to learn about project development and
engage in discussion with the Project Team. In addition to these meetings, Mitigation
Working Groups comprised of community organization representatives and members of
the Project Team were established to determine the most effective mitigation for the
Project. Details of this outreach are described in Chapter VI, as well as Chapter VIII.

A total of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build,
Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and 14 new location alternatives.
The 14 new location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous studies
(Alternatives 3 through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project
(Alternatives 8 through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to
all of the 16 preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and
Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at
Baltimore Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable
engineering issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of
alternatives development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15, and
16 were all found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Il of the FEIS details the basis of elimination
or retention for each alternative.

FEIS November 2016 36



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS

FEIS November 2016

RESPONSES

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes

resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.

The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Ill in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.
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DEIS Comment 11:

A Proposal to Unravel Baltimore's Tangled Rail Lines
Joint Open Infrastructure Subcommittee of the
MTA Citizens Advisory Committee;
MTA Citizens Advisory Committee for Accessible Transportation;
MARC Riders Advisory Committee
10 September 2015
Final Draft

In April of 2002 the 1-95 Corridor Coalition released its "Mid-Atlantic Rail Operations
Study" which identified many choke points and decaying infrastructure throughout New
Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware, Maryland, and Virginia that prevent expansion of rail
capacity that the rest of the system could otherwise accommodate. These include the
Howard Street Tunnel, the B&P Tunnels, and the Union Tunnels in Baltimore as well as
several bridges in Maryland.

The study divided the projects into near, medium, and long-term time frames.
The near term projects (5 years or done by 2007) included:

Design for reconstruction of the Howard Street Tunnel and approaches
Design for reconstruction of Amtrak's Union Tunnels and the B&P Tunnels.

The Medium Term projects (5 to 10 years or 2007 to 2012) included:
Reconstruct the Howard Street Tunnel and approaches
Reconstruct Amtrak's Union Tunnels and the B&P Tunnels.

The long term projects listed in the 1-95 Corridor Coalition study are not part of this
report and so are not listed here in.

In November 2005, the U. S. Department of Transportation Federal Railroad
Administration issued "Report to Congrass: Baltimore's Railroad Network: Challenges
and Alternatives” (The FRA 2005 report) that says

In the end, each of the competing carriers built its own, inferior right-of-way,
compromising even the then-prevailing standards for gradient, curvature, and
operating efficiency. Despite subsequent improvements, today's network — still
reliant on the Baltimore & Potomac (B&P), Union, and Howard Street Tunnels for
connectivity —is essentially the same as the geometrically compromised and
operationally handicapped system cobbled together during the post-Civil War
decades.

Although convoluted and antiquated, Baltimore's railroads have strategic importance
far beyond the confines of their immediate region. Originating and terminating rail

freight traffic in the Baltimore region remains significant, largely due to the Port
—which ranks fourth among Atlantic Coast ports, and is the closest Atlantic port to
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Response to Comment 1:

The report provided, A Proposal to Unravel Baltimore’s Tangled Rail Lines, argues for a
comprehensive system approach to rail planning in Baltimore and the mid-Atlantic region.
It describes a list of projects and the order in which they should be completed. The report
takes into consideration local, state, and regional transportation routes, and recommends
new construction at a number of locations in order to relieve congestion and create
opportunities for expanding rail service in the future.

While recommendations in the report focus on resolving issues at a regional level, they
would not address or resolve the specific needs of the Project. The existing B&P Tunnel is
more than 140 years old and is approaching the end of its useful life. It is considered to be
structurally deficient due to its age, the original design, and wear and tear. The tunnel is
also functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and future rail demands. For
additional information regarding the purpose and need of the Project, please see Chapter Il
of this FEIS.
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major Midwestern markets — and the region’s remaining industrial base. Through
freight traffic is important on the CSXT's traffic lanes traversing Baltimore between
the Northeast on the one hand, and the Midwest and South on the other, despite
restrictions due to clearance limitations. Indeed, CSXT owns no alternate north-south
raute east of the Appalachian Mountains. With respect to intercity passenger service,
one-fith of Amtrak's passenger-trips, one-quarter of its passenger-miles, and one-
third of its ticket revenues depend on travel over Baltimore’s railways. For all these
reasons, the condition, capacity, efficiency, and effectiveness of the Baltimore
region’s rail network affect the performance of the national transportation grid —as
became graphically evident in the massive traffic dislocations caused by the 2001 fire
in the Howard Street Tunnel. (Page ES-2)

Both of these reports state that congestion of Baltimore's Rail infrastructure has national
significance; therefore, it would seem reasonable that significant Federal assistance
should be available for these projects.

A problem with past and current transportation planning methods is that they are project
focused. The projects that get done first are the onas with the greatest political muscle,
and not necessary the projects that make the most engineering, operational, fiscal, or
financial sense. Generally, construction of new service receives the political support
while maintenance is underfunded and the existing systems slowly decay.

As indicated by the FRA report, Baltimore's rail problems are a tangled mess built
project by project, each compromising performance to fit the then achievable project
constraints. Perhaps the tangle is best demonstrated by the east end of the B&P
Tunnels, which has been described as one of the densest transpartation points in the
region with the CSX tracks passing right above the B&P tunnels, and the Central Light
Rail squeezed between the CSX tracks, Howard Street, North Ave, and I-83, Both the
freight and Central Light Rail were built with grades that exceeded the recommended
maximum. It is necessary to take a full system approach to this problem and "unpack"
the conflicts. By doing things in the correct order, the total construction costs will be
reduced by several billion doflars and the final system performance significantly
enhanced, with reduced operating costs, over what can be achieved using a project by
project approach.

The most important projects (the tunnels) have been too large to attempt within a
reasonable "project” budget. Therefore, there have been minor efforts to "modemize”
the system, such as single tracking the CSX line to accommodate taller trains, which
actually reduced capacity, while not addressing the fundamental problems. There have
also been minor repairs and maintenance such as to the B&P Tunnels, which prevent
them from falling down but don't solve the underlying problems. Meanwhile, the years
go by and the structures deteriorate. When they become unusable, there will not be
sufficient time to replace them and the service will be disrupted for an extended time.
However, a comprehensive examination of the infrastructure needs, with a commitment
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to implementing it, is three quarters of a century overdue.

The proposal here is primarily one for preservation of current rail capacity (intercity
passenger and freight service through Baltimore) designed and phased in such a way
as to set the stage for future expansion. It is our view that the shape of the intercity rail
system (track, tunnel, and station locations) should be established before significant
investment is made in local service because the available and appropriate local routes
and destinations may change depending on major rail system structure. In many cases,
work on intercity lines will disrupt existing local service. Therefore, some local projects
are phased ahead of the intercity projects either to clear space for future construction or
to provide alternate travel options during disruptions so as to avoid any Title 6 issues.

While we are only recommending an order of construction, and not a construction
schedule, the condition of the existing rail tunnels and their critical importance to the
local and national economies should impel us to build these as soon as we can finance
them.

This report focuses only on heavier radial systems (mainline freight, Maglev, high-speed
rail, Amtrak international service, and automated heavy metro.} No lighter system (light
metro, aerial tramway, people mover, light rail, street car, frackless trolley or exclusive
busway} should be planned or funded until all heavier system are completed first. This
means that all crosstown, cross-county, feeder, supplemental, short lines, and local
service lines involving fixed guideway infrastructure should be delayed indefinitely. All
lighter systems require space and funds. Implantation of these types of lines will
certainly delay and may prevent construction of heaver systems. The serious accidents,
congestion and delay during the testing of the H Street street car in Washington DC
illustrates the danger of trying to do the job of heavier systems with lighter infrastructure
in highly congested areas.

In the 21st century, there will be a renewed interest in rail travel. The proposal described
here sets the stage for the evenlual reestablishment of rail service from Baltimore west
through Westminster to western Maryland and the Midwest, north to York and central
Pennsylvania, New York, and Ontario, and southeast to Annapolis and the Eastern
Shore. (These routes are described in more detail at the end of this proposal.)

To untangle the rail transportation mess and set the stage for the intercity lines
described above, the following projects should be done in this precise order:

0) Extending MARC service to Wilmington.
1) Automation and extension of the existing Baltimore Metro Subway from Johns
Hopkins Hospital (JHH) along the south side of the Amtrak right-of-way (North East

Corridor or NEC) to Orangeville, and on to the Travel Plaza with a yard, bus depot, and
MARG connection at Orangeville. A junction at |-895, near Bayview yard, will permit a
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branch to North Point Bivd during Phase 3. Eventual extensions could go as far as Fort
Howard to the southeast and Oliver Beach to the east. By using the exiting cross-town
subway tunnel, and extending the line east then west, cross-town rail service can be
built in three or more phases, each of which is a cost effective, affordable, minimally

operable segment.

2) Construction of a freight tunnel from Marley Neck to Sparrows Point. As part of this
project, MDOT would acquire title to some CSX tracks no longer needed for national
freight movement.

Planning and commitment of funds for these two projects only could be completed in the
shart term,

3) Addition of a new branch to the current subway from a junction between Lexington
Market and State Center west to FredHilton (Frederick Avenue and Hilton Street) and an
east side extension to North Point Blvd. Later, the west side extension would go on to
Edmondson Village, Westview, and, eventually, Columbia Mall and the Maryland School
for the Deaf. The east side extension would travel parallel to NEC to Martin Airport Rail
Station and Oliver Beach.

4) Tunnel for high speed, intercity rail under Fayette Street with a station at Charles
Center Plaza.

5) In arder to clear track space for ltem 6, below, automated subway bypassing Howard
Street, the Central Light Rail must be split at Camden Station and rerouted along the
Camden Line and Curtis Bay rights-of-way between Camden and Westport Stations,
and should be converted to MARC service south of Camden Station. Eventually MARC
and Amtrak could go to Annapolis and, perhaps eventually, Ocean City.

6) Construction of an automated subway from Westport Station, under Howard, Pratt,
Light, and St. Paul Streets through Charles Center, to Penn Station. Future southern
extensions would go to UMBC and Lake Shore Plaza (east of Marley Station Mall).
Eventual northern extensions would go through Towson and Hunt Valley to Sparks and
through White Marsh to Martin Airport MARC Station.

7) Once there is an alternative intercity passenger route through Baltimore, rebuild the
B&P and Union Tunnels for MARC access to Penn Station with several new stations

along the line.

8} Once freight traffic no longer runs through it, the southern end of the Howard Street
Tunnel can be rebuilt with a lower tunnel for Maglev (station at Baltimore Street) and an
upper tunnel! for Amtrak and MARC Camden line service to a Market Center Station.
Eventual Maglev and Amtrak extensions could go west to Cumberiand, Pittsburgh,
Chicago, Detroit, or St. Louis, and north to Harrisburg, and points north to Ontario. An
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eventual MARGC extension would branch to go to Penn Station or north to York or
Hanover and Gettysburg, or west to Westminster, Hagerstown, and Cumberland. MARC
and Amtrak train sections from the west would use the Western Maryland, Greenspring
Valley branch right of way with MARC stations serving Stevenson University and
Greenspring Station,

Note: it is necessary to increase the Howard Street east side setback for the new "super
block" to 25 plus feet from the tunnel to permit expansion and reconstruction of the
tunnel. The foundations of the Read's Drug Store at Lexington and Howard would need
to be stabilized as part of tunnel construction.

ltems 3 through 8 should be added to the Consolidated Transportation Plan (CTP)
during Govemnor Hogan's term in office.

Explanation of construction order:

ltem 1, conversion of the existing subway to an automated line with an east side
extension of the Metro from JHH to the Travel Plaza with a proposed Metro rail yard on
the Armco Specialty Steel brownfield site at Orangeville must be done in phase 1 as
later work will cut the Subway line (between Lexington and State Center stations) for a
west side branch. The Orangeville yard will permit service east from Lexington Market
during the later west side branch construction, and the length of the line will justify
continued eastside operation. This line, with the west side extension, will provide a rail
bridge around Penn Station for MARC passengers to/from Harford and Cecil Counties
while the B&P and Union Tunnels are rebuilt during phase 7.

This alignment would be far less costly and provide much better service than the
proposed Red Line east side. The direct connection from 1-95 and I-895 to the Travel
Plaza with its ample free parking and short rail travel time {about 10 to 12 minutes) to
downtown will attract a significant amount of traffic from 1-95 and [-895. Unlike the Red
Line, there will be no temptation for commuters to park on the sireets of Canton to avoid
downtown parking fees. This subway extension will reduce congestion in the Fort
McHenry Tunnel because some fraction of the cars from the north that use the tunnel to
access downtown by way of 1-395 will switch to the automated metro. Eastside subway
sarvice will permit restructuring of the east side bus lines. This will increase bus
reliability, reduce bus operaling costs, increase the number of buses available for use
on over crowded bus lines, and reduce rider travel times. By being farther from the
harbaor, and higher than Boston Street, this alignment will be immune to the coastal
surge flooding that makes a Red Line Boston Street portal risky with sea levels rising.
This line would likely increase MARC ridership from northeast of Baltimore by providing
a guick connection at Orangeville to JHH and the development around it, downtown,
and University Center (from Lexington Market Station).
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An automated line may be economically operated on much shorter headways than if
motormen need to be paid. For example, 2 car trains every 2 minutes yields the same
heourly line capacity as 6 car trains every 6 minutes but with one-third the waiting time.
Shorter waiting times attract more riders, improve connections with feeder bus lines,
increase the transit impact and lower the operating cost per passenger mile.

This project requires about 1.15 miles of new tunnel and cost less than half of what the
Red Line would cost.

Item 2, the freight tunnel, is necessary to remove freight traffic from the Howard and
B&P and Union Tunnels before any other work can be done on them. (Before this tunnel
is done, any work on or near the Howard Street tunnel risks a complete shut down of
East Coast freight traffic, with huge port access, national freight movement, and liability
issues for the state.) Unlike the current freight alignment and the other alignments
proposed in the FRA report, the alignment proposed here keeps hazardous material
(Hazmat) freight out of downtown and densely residential West Baltimore and provides
the most direct east coast route. Without this improved rail access, especially given the
cancelation of the Morrell Park intermodal transfer terminal, the Port of Baltimore will
conlinue to suffer and lose business to other east coast ports, because of the slow
continuing loss of competitive rail access and increased transportation costs required to
serve the Port of Baltimore. A Norfolk Southern vice president has already said that the
railroad would be willing to negotiate a per car toll to use this tunnel, which would permit
the construction to be funded by bonds. Toll rates charged to CSX could depend on how
quickly it signs onto the deal. The state owned Patapsco and Back River Railroad could
guarantee both CSX and Norfolk Southern access to Bayview yard and Sparrows Point.
The tunnel should be owned by MDOT. As part of the deal, MDOT would obtain title to
the Howard Street Tunnel and the belt line from Russell Street to Bayview yard, the
CSX Sparrows Point branch, the Hanover Sub, the Old Western Maryland and Maryland
and Midland rights of ways including the Bear Creek trestle. Some of these rights of way
will eventually be used for the Baltimore Metro Subway, and others for MARC and/or
intercity passenger service.

Itern 3 is construction of a branch from the current subway west to near the West
Baltimore MARC station and on to the intersection of Frederick Avenue and Hilton
Street (FredHilton), which provides a location with sufficient auto catchment (Frederick,
Wilkens and 1-95 access) to make the line cost effective. The line would eventually be
extended northwest under Loudon Park cemetery to Edmondson Village, Westview,
Normandy, Columbia Mall, and the Maryland School for the Deaf. (See Item 4 for notes

about the portal for this.)

During construction, subway service can be provided from Owings Mills to State Center
and from Lexington Market to the Travel Plaza. The Central Light Rail, augmented by
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bus service, will provide bridge service between the two stations. As part of this project,
the Metro Subway on the east side is branched to a station at North Point Boulevard on
the Northeast Corridor to provide a layover spot for east/west trains. Subway service
between Orangeville and West Baltimore Stations is required to provide a MARC rail
service bridge during reconstruction of the B&P and Union tunnels in phase 7.

There is infrastructure built into the Lexington Market Station which would permit a west
side rail transit line to terminate underground there, which some have recently
suggested for a west side light rail instead of the Red Line. That propasal is inferior to
branching the current line as proposed here for several reasons. Trains operating north
of Lexington Market Station must be run at a higher frequency so as to be well below
capacity in order to accommodate passengers transferring at Lexington Market for travel
to other downtown stations with higher ridership. The excessive frequency drives up
operaling cosls. The east side is proposed to branch and if the west side doesn't
branch, its service frequency would be twice that of the east side (half the headways).
While some trains could be short turned at Rogers Station, 5.5 miles beyond Lexington
Market Station, there would still be significant overcapacity and increased operating
expense. Branching the west side balances the load on each end of the line, and
provides operating flexibility.

Without a through connection between Orangeville and West Baltimore MARC Stations,
there is no MARC rail bridge during reconstruction of the B&P and Union tunnels during
phase 7 below.

A Light Rail in West Baltimore will reduce street capacity, which will increase congestion
and reduce air quality. It will have insufficient rider capacity because the trains must be
short to fit on city blocks and will have limited operating speeds, which increase
operating costs and reduces rider attractiveness. A West Baltimore Light Rail will almost
certainly have safety issues involving frequent collisions with crossing vehicle traffic. (A
quick search on Washington H Street Trolley accidents indicates that it hit several cars
during its test phase. The Central Light Raif is involved in a vehicle collision about every
ten days.) In addition to the liability, injury, and property loss these cause, the resulting
delays reduce operational reliability and reduce rider attractiveness. The relatively low
speed of the Red Line (18.8 MPH average speed) compared to the Metro Subway (30.2
MPH average) greatly narrows the angular width of the effective service sector because
it limits the number of transfers that can provide rider benefit vs. a through bus trip. For
these reasons, a west Baltimore Light Rail would provide inferior service compared to
the west side branch proposed here.

By using the existing subway tunnel, this east/west alignment can be financed over
multiple funding and construction cycles for an initial cost significantly less than the

proposed Red Line while providing better service to more people along a similar
corridor.

Draft N 7

FEIS November 2016

RESPONSES

44



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS

This west side project requires about 0.75 miles of new tunnel.

Items 1 and 3 should be proposed as two phases of & minimum operable segment for a
project that eventually could provide service from Oliver Beach to the Maryland School
for the Deaf and Fort Howard to Glyndon. Together, they initially require less than 2
miles of new tunnel to provide significantly superior service and service growth to most
of the corridor of the proposed Red Line. By using the existing downtown subway tunnel
we can avoid the need to construct a new tunnel parallel to an existing one. Total costs
would be much less than the Red Line for the same amount of track. This single transit
project can be divided into two segments each meeting Federal funding cost
effectiveness requirements and can be spread over two Federal funding cycles, which
should make project financing much easier.

ltem 4 is construction of a tunnel under downtown for high speed Amtrak rail travel
across the city under Fayette Street with a station at Charles Center Plaza. In order to
build this alignment, the line would need to be deep bored under the Howard Street and
future Maglev tunnels; making it the "bottom layer" there, Unlike other proposed high
speed alignments, placement of the station at Charles Center Plaza provides rail system
connectivily to all subway lines at Charles Center, the MARC Camden Line at Howard
and Baltimore, the Maglev, and future Amtrak service towards the Midwest and Canada.
This high speed alignment eliminates the need for the great circle tunnel into Penn
Station because the B&P tunnels would be rebuilt for MARC service in the phase 6. The
high speed tunnel is for Amirak only. No freight or MARG trains would use it. At Charles
Center Station, eastbound and westbound trains would be on different levels, one above
the other. Each track would be split into 3 station tracks. The south-side platform would
service all trains with baggage cars. High speed trains stopping in Baltimore would be
served by the north-side platform. The north-side and south-side tracks would be
separated by walls from the center track, which would carry only high speed through
trains. All platforms would be side platforms. There will be no island platform at either
Charles Center Station or Markat Center Station. Norfolk Southern trains will be
restricted to the Northern Central Line, the Hanover Sub, the Freight Tunnel, the Curtis
Bay Branch, and lines owned by MDQOT. No freight will be permitted in the B&P, Howard
Street, or Amtrak-owned high speed tunnels. This means no freight trains will pass
through underground stations. Non-hazmat freight will still be permitted to pass through
Penn Station and the Union Tunnels.

The west end high speed tunnel should start from the center two tracks on the
Norlheast Corridor near Stafford Street, and it go deep enough to pass under the
Gwynns Falls. The high speed south portal is located very close to the east portal for
the subway extension west from FredHilton Station under Loudon Park Cemetery to the
next station at Irvington. These two portals are so close together, they need to be
planned, and likely built, as a single engineering project. Boring of the subway tunnel
westward toward Westview and extension of the automated metro line from Oliver
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Beach to Columbia would occur in a later phase. The east side tunnel portal is in
Bayview Yard and directs Amtrak service onto the northern pair of tracks (tracks 2 and
3) so that MARC can operate on the southern pair {tracks A and 1).

After this project, MDOT would obtain title to the current Penn Line between the two
portals of the high speed tunnel, including the B&P and Union Tunnels, Penn Station,
and all current and future MARC stations between the portals. In addition, MDOT would
obtain title, northeast of Bayview Yard at least as far as Oliver Beach, to the east
(south) pair of tracks (tracks A and 1) for MARC service with space for parallel Metro
service beside or above those tracks. Amtrak would own the high speed line, Charles
Center Station, and tracks 2 and 3 east of Bayview.

ltem 5, is reconfiguration of the Central Light Rail south of Camden Station to make
room for an automated subway line in phase 6. Light Rail service would terminate at
Camden Station, with MARC operated commuter service consisting of electric multiple
unit (EMU) trains operating from Camden Station along the Curtis Bay Freight lines to
Westport, Cherry Hill, and points south. Crossover tracks would allow the trains to
switch over to the existing central light rail track serving Cherry Hill and points south to
Cromwell Station. The trains would use battery packs, as is currently being tested by
British Rail {see links below or search on "Prototype-battery-powered-train-carries-
passengers") for operation on the Gurtis Bay Branch, where overhead wires would
interfere with double-stacked freight operations. (Search for "Battery powered
passenger trains or see the following web sites.)

htip:inetworkrailmediacentre.co.uk/News-Releases/Batteries-included-Prototype-battery-powerad-train-
carries-passengers-for-first-time-2230.aspx

http www.greenoptimistic. com/battery-powered-trains-uk/

http /iwww.reuters comivideo/2015/02/02/space-age-swedish-shower-cuts-waler-
consvideold=3630721118videoChannel=74&channelNamea=Environment

http:/iwww railway-technology. com/news/newsuks-first-battery-powered-train-enters-revenue-service -
4489154

Item 6, construction of an automated subway line fram Westport to Penn Station, is
required to provide a rail bridge for the Central Light Rail between Camden and Penn
Stations while the Howard Street Tunnel is rebuilt as item 8. Operating on the current
light rail tracks north from Westport, the line enters a portal south of Camden Station
imbedded in a raised berm and elevated to protect the tunnel from storm surge flooding.
This requires a new Ostend Street Station to replace the one at Hamburg Street. The
subway tunnel would run under Howard, Pratt, Light, and St. Paul Streets, through
Charles Center and north under St. Paul. The north end of the tunnel is at Chase Street
and Fallsway (east of the Jones Falls). The subway will elevate over the Penn Line to
the north side of Penn Station. From Penn Station, the line would continue west with a
service track crossing the Jones Falls to use the current Light Rail yard, and an eventual
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route north under Maryland Avenue. The Guilford Avenue Bridge would need to be
replaced by a pedestrian passerelle with elevators at each end. Once construction is
finished, traffic impacts should be minimal.

ltem 7: Once all traffic has been removed from the B&P and Union Tunnels, they can be
rebuilt for MARC Penn Line access to Penn Station. All current Amtrak trains would
permanently switch over to the high speed tunnel. The project would move the current
West Baltimore MARC station south to between Mulberry Street and Calverton Road
{because the track is sufficiently straight to allow loading full length trains) and aligns
well with the subway station. In addition to Penn Station, new MARC stations would be
at Relay, Pineheights (Wilkens Avenue), Sandtown/Winchester between Monroe and
Gilmor Streets (the west end of the B&P Tunnels), at Pennsylvania Avenue (over and
connecting with the subway underground at Upton Station), Orangeville (with a subway
transfer and possible MARC maintenance facility), Chesaco Park, Perryman, Havre De
Grace, Charlestown, Northeast, and Elkton.

Note that there is no station at Bayview or Washington Street. Bayview is ioo remate
from roadways, has no ramp access for wheelchairs in the event of a power outage, has
no access for emergency vehicles, and the catenary wires prevent any helicopter '
evacuations. The proposed Washington Street MARC Station on the North East
Corrider S turn is too curvy and too close to Penn Station (less than 1.5 miles),
Orangeville (less than 1.3 miles), and the Bond Street portal. The area will be served by
the Patterson Park Metro Subway Station.

item 8: Once all of the train traffic has been removed from the Howard Street Tunnel
and there is an automated Metro rail bridge in place for the Central Light Rail between
Penn and Camden Stations, the Howard Street Tunnel can be rebuilt for MARC and
Amtrak service between Washington DC, the new Market Center Station, York,
Cumberland, the midwest, and, eventually, Penn Station. A deep tunnel for Maglev
service, between Washington DC, and the Jones Falls Valley, would be concurrently
built below a tunnel for conventional MARC and future Amtrak service on the Camden
Line, with a station (temporarily a terminal station) at the site of the Royal Farms Arena
at Howard and Baltimore Streets. [There is currently a proposal to build a new arena at
Conway and Charles Streets.] This MARC/Amtrak station would connect underground to
a local and regional bus station built at the current arena location above the Maglev
station, as well as to the high speed station at Charles Center Plaza and to all subway
lines at Charles Center and Lexington Market Stations.

Because Maglev stations must be off line, there must be four guideways on two levels,
Levels under Howard Street are from bottom to top:

1) Crossing Amtrak NEC with high speed (one direction),

2) Crossing Amtrak NEC high speed (opposite direction),
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3) Maglev bypass tracks,

4) Maglev station platform level,

5) Crossing Metro level and pedestrian crosing,

6) Amtrak and MARC Market Station platiorm level and Charles Center Station
ticket and service level,

7) Street level station entrances, and other station ticking and service levels (Market
Center Station ticket service level is at Fayette and Howard Streets),

8) Central Maryland bus station, ticketing, and service level,

9) Bus station boarding level, and

10) Bus storage level.

Later, the Maglev and MARC service in the Howard Sireet Tunnel can be extended
northward up the Jones Falls Valley to Pennsylvania. When 1-83 needs to be rebuilt or
replaced, MARC tracks can be constructed to permit access from the Howard Street
Tunnel into Penn Station.

In the end, there will be a freight tunnel under the harbor south of Baltimore.

There is a rebuilt Howard Sireet tunnel that will eventually be able to connect Penn
Station to the Camden Line. The rebuilt B&P and Union Tunnels provide MARC service
into/from Penn Station. Trains from Penn Station will be able to serve all MARC
stations. There is a downtown integrated Maryland Transportation Center with
underground connections between a high speed intercity station at Charles Center, a
MARC and Amtrak station at Market Center, Metro Stations at Lexington Market and
Charles Center containing all four automated metro routes, and a Maglev Station at the
current Royal Farms Arena site with an MTA and intercity bus station above it.

Initially, there are three Metro Subway lines: the current Red Line operating from
Owings Mills to the Travei Plaza, the Green Line operating from FredHilton to North
Point Blvd and sharing the tunnel with the Red Line, and the Blue Line operating from
Penn Station to Westport. There is an in system vertical transfer between the two sets
of lines at Charles Center.

By proper timing of the trains, there are two "virtual" subway lines. One line is between
Owings Mills and FredHilton. The second line is between Northpeint Blvd and the Travel
Plaza. This is achieved by scheduling the trains on the Red and Green lines traveling in
opposite directions to arrive at Lexington Market and Orangeville Stations at the same
time for cross platform, no wait transfers. In the same way, two more virtual lines would
eventually be created by the Orange and Blue lines with cross platform transfers at
Camden and 25th Street Stations. By constructing three new lines worth of track,
Baltimore ends up with 8 functional service routes. The four virtual lines are constructed
and operated for free.

Eventually each line can be extended as described below. Each endpoint, except for
UMBC, is about 15 miles, as the crow flies, from Penn Station, creating a balanced
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system. Each Metro Subway line has a connection outside downtown to a parallel
MARC passenger line. All extensions but two ¢an be built with no additional tunneling.
Construction of each Metro Subway line should be done before restoration of intercity
and commuter passenger rail in each of the rail corridors to prevent service losses and
reduce disruptions during the construction of the heavier rail systems.

The Blue and Orange Lines can be extended north under Maryland Avenue to a junction
at 26th Street where the Qrange Line branches to follow the belt line to Clifton Park and
then goes northeast to Martin Airport Rail Station while the Blue Line goes north to
Towson and, eventually, Sparks. Proper timing of train arrivals at the 25th Street Station
creates a virtual line between Northeast Baltimore and North central Baltimore, At the
south end, the Blue and Orange lines split south of Camden Stadium with the Blue Line
going to Lake Shore Plaza and the Orange line going to UMBC.

The Red and Green lines can eventually be extended. The Red Line could be extended
northwest from Owings Mills to Glyndon with a transfer to four MARC and two Amirak
lines. It could be extended southeast to Sparrows Point and Fort Howard. The Green
Line can be extended west to Columbia Mall and the Maryland School for the Deaf.
From Savage Station a Camden line spur would connect to the Green Line at Columbia
Gateway. It could be extended east to Martins Airport Rail Station and on to Oliver
Beach with a connection to the NEC at Martins Airport.

This proposal eliminates the need for the Red Line Light Rail downtown tunnel and the
Great Circle Tunnel into Penn Station. Cost savings to the state would be in the billions
of dollars. The extended map should be incorporated into the long-term state rail plan,
but be constructed beyond the CPT's time frame. By mapping it now, we ensure
economical, integrated future expansion rather than haphazard, costly, inefficient, and
ineffective, project focused expansion.

Future Intercity (Amtrak) passenger routes.
This is a list of future possible passenger routes through Maryland. The order is roughly
in the temporal order of implementation. Intrastate service would be provided by MARC.

A) North from Baltimore along the Northern Central Railroad right of way to Timanium,
New Freedom, York, and Harrisburg. Long distance trains could travel to Williamsport,
Buffalo, and Toronto, or to Williamsport, Elmira and Rochester, or to Scranton,
Syracuse, and Ottawa. This route would permit direct passenger service from Toronto to
Miami. MARC commuter service along this route from York to Baltimore would likely
reduce traffic on 1-83 as 21% percent of the labor force of York and Adams Counties
commutes to work in the Washington-Baltimore CSA (BMC data). Pennsylvania has
long expressed interest in restoring this service.

B) Future MARC service branching off the Penn Line west of Sandtown/Winchester
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Station at Fulton Junction would run along the Western Maryland right of way serving
Coppin State University, Northern Parkway, Owings Mills, Glyndon, Hampstead,
Manchester, Hanover, and Gettysburg. Implementation of this MARC service north of
Glydon would be concurrent with the state of Pennsylvania rebuilding a railroad trestle
across the Susguehanna River at Columbia to establish Amtrak service from
Washington through Ballimore, York, Lancaster, Reading, Allentown, Morristown, to
Newark, and either Hoboken or Pennsylvania Station New York. This route will expand
Amtrak service to new cities and provide an alternative route to the crowded NEC for
trains coming from south of Washington. MARC service south of Glydon can be initiated
when the Western Maryland Greenspring Valley branch opens to Owings Mills.

Amtrak service would operate to the west along the Western Maryland right of way to
Westminster, Hagerstown and Cumberland extending west to Pitisburgh, Cleveland,
Detroit and Chicago; or Columbus, Indianapolis, St. Louis, and on to Denver and points
west. MARC sarvice would connect Cumberland, Hagerstown, Thurmont, Westminster,
Glyndon (with a connection to the Baltimore Subway), Owings Mills, Stevenson,
Northern Parkway (in the Jones Falls valley), and intermediate stations to Market Center
Station and on to Annapolis.

A new track through Parr's Ridge from Finksburg to New Windsor, bypassing
Westminster, under Catoctin Mountain (avoiding Camp David) and South Mountain
between Thurmont and Smithburg could carry mainline freight between Chicago and the
Port of Baltimore. Baltimore does not get freight from the mid-west anymore because
steep grades and sharp curves make the routing unsuitable. This bypass track would
change that. Our port is closer to Chicago than any other Atlantic port, and it is the most
efficient port in the nation. By eliminating these grades and curves, we could expect a
large increase in port traffic. This, in turn, could attract new factories in our region, as
manufacturing has been increasing again in the United States. MARC and Amtrak
would serve Westminster along the exisling Maryland and Midland track, and would not
use the Parr's Ridge cut.

If and when a bridge is built across the Chesapeake Bay at Hart-Miller Island, it should
be provided with space for a rail component that would service Chestertown and Dover.

C} When 1-83 needs to be rebuilt or replaced, it will be possible to connect Penn Station
to the Howard Street Tunnel,. This would permit MARC trains to run from Penn Station
through the Howard Street tunnel to the Old Main Line and west with service to
Lansdowne, Ellicott City, Sykesville, Mt Airy, Monocacy, Frederick, and intermediate
points. Intercity passenger traffic could go farther west to Cumberland; Cincinnati; St.
Louis; Springfield, Missouri; and westward to Tulsa, Oklahoma City; and El Paso.

D) Intercity passenger service can be extended from the Northeast Caorridor at Perryville
northward along the Susquehanna River (Port Road) to Columbia, Pennsylvania, and
with a rebuilt junction, on to Lancaster, Reading, and Allentown.

Draft N 13

FEIS November 2016

RESPONSES

50



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS

E) When the Bay Bridges are rebuilt/replaced, space for a rail line on them must be
included that would permit future train service from Baltimore to Kent Island, and points
on the lower Eastern Shore such as Easton, Cambridge, Salisbury, and Ocean City.
The railroad right of way still exists here. A future MARC line connecting Annapolis and
Bowie Junction on the Penn Line would allow for Amtrak and MARC service between

Annapolis and Washington DC.

F) Washington to Brunswick along a line through Keedysville to Hagerstown then along
the Western Maryland to Cumberland and west, including St. Louis, Springfield
Missouri, and on to Tulsa, Oklahoma City, and El Paso. MARC service from Washington
to Waynesboro and Chambersburg could be accommodated if it were built by
Pennsylvania north of the Mason-Dixon Line.
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Response to Comment 1:
Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment 1:

Regarding diesel emissions, when NO; levels are below applicable standards, other
pollutants of concern are also within the appropriate range. As a result, when the Project
Team analyzed predicted emissions from Ventilation Facilities, it focused on evaluating
NO,.

The American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model
(AERMOD) was used to evaluate the potential 1-hour NO;, emissions from the Project.
AERMOD is the US Environmental Protection Agency’s preferred and recommended air
dispersion model. For the AERMOD analysis, a “worst case” scenario was analyzed
assuming an average of ten diesel trains per hour operating between the hours of 6:00 am
to 7:00 pm (peak hours of operation). No diesel operations were assumed from 10:00 pm
to 3:00 am and partial operations (i.e., five diesel trains per hour) were assumed for the
remaining time. Air emissions from the diesel train operations were assumed to exit
through the north and south portals and from all three ventilation facilities. The emissions
associated with the proposed portals and ventilation facilities would not result in adverse
impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO, concentrations were predicted to be
below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards threshold levels that were set to
safeguard public health. Air dispersion modeling results are found in Chapter VI.

Response to Comment 2:

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning
community impact, noise and vibration impacts, and community health, among others, as
described in Chapter VI. The Project Team has met with community members on two
occasions: May 10 and May 31, 2016, to discuss Project mitigation as described in Chapter
VII. These efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS.
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Response to Comment 1:

Alternative 1: No-Build does not meet the Project Need or goals of the Project; therefore,
it is not identified as the Preferred Alternative in this FEIS. The existing B&P Tunnel is more
than 140 years old and is approaching the end of its useful life with regard to its physical
condition. While the existing tunnel remains safe for rail transportation, it requires
substantial maintenance and repairs, and it does not meet current design standards. The
tunnel is considered to be structurally deficient due to its age, the original design, and
wear and tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and
future rail demands. The Purpose and Need of the Project is further defined in Chapter Il
of this FEIS.

The existing B&P Tunnel is not suited for modern high-speed usage due to the horizontal
and vertical track alignments. The build alternatives would allow trains to travel at higher
speeds, and due to its updated design and modern construction, it would improve travel
times, capacity, reliability, and safety. The tunnel would be equipped with Automatic Train
Control (ATC) and Positive Train Control (PTC) systems, which use computer systems to
control the speed of both passenger and freight trains within the tunnel.

60



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS

DEIS Comment 15:

Baltimore & Potomac Tunnel Project (,04(’5;'/
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (D S)

BTy Comment Form

Only comments received by 5:00 p.m. on February 5, 2016 will be included in the Public Hearings Record
for the Baltimore & Potomac Tunnel Project.

PLEASE PRINT
7
Name: /;[é Z’J/_/‘/ / e k/ Organization:
Address _ L/ e~y /
city: Lo State: /77/

/ 1/We wish to submit the following comments on this project: _ac

,ﬁém!; ‘5/7% =P / f//d //@MMJ&’M

M,ﬁ ’

Cepaler S — Foo G puwipriess? o

ARATELAK

#%=. Maryland Department
of Transportation

5.2 DopomantofUsespodaton
0 Federal Railroad Administration

FEIS November 2016

RESPONSES

Response to Comment 1:

The existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is approaching the end of its useful
life with regard to its physical condition. While the existing tunnel remains safe for rail
transportation, it requires substantial maintenance and repairs, and it does not meet
current design standards. The tunnel is considered to be structurally deficient due to its
age, the original design, and wear and tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and
unable to meet current and future rail demands. The Purpose and Need of the Project is
further defined in Chapter Il of this FEIS.

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes
resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.
The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Ill in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.

A Maglev train would not utilize existing or planned Amtrak infrastructure. The design of
such a system requires significantly different rights-of-way and infrastructure. The design
criteria for Maglev are extremely restrictive and would only be achievable on new
alignments.

Response to Comment 2:

Ventilation facilities are required in order to meet current safety industry standards (NFPA
130) for projected NEC FUTURE train demand headway, and to ensure proper ventilation
of the proposed tunnels. The purpose of the ventilation facilities is to pull fresh air into the
tunnel and ventilate the tunnel air to the outside.

Response to Comment 3:

The type of locomotive traveling through the B&P Tunnel is determined by the train service
operator. As per the 2040 projections, of the 388 daily vehicles running through the tunnel,
222 would be electric (Acela, NE Regional, and Metropolitan) and 166 would be diesel (2
freight and 164 MARC). Please refer to Chapter VI for additional information. Installing a
third electrified rail in the new tunnels would add a third energy delivery system to the
tunnel design and require MARC to procure a fleet of custom dual-powered locomotives.
Addition of the third rail system would add another layer of complexity (and expense) to
ongoing maintenance to the tunnels and custom locomotives. Freight locomotives, to the
extent they are used, would also need to be dual powered.
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Response to Comment 1:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

The three ventilation facilities would be subject to the operational noise level standards
included in the Noise Regulation of the Health Code of Baltimore City § 9-206 Noise
Regulation, 2015. This regulation provides the noise limits for manufacturing, commercial,
and residential zones in Baltimore City— depending on the source of noise and the types of
adjacent land uses. For noise generated within residential zones, there is a limit of 55 dBA
at any point on the property line of the use. The design standard for the ventilation
facilities would limit the outdoor noise level, when the fans are in operation, to Lmax 50 dBA
at the facility property lines. 50 dBA is approximately the noise produced by an indoor air
conditioner at a distance of three feet.

Response to Comment 2:

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. These could include
tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment and heavy-duty impulsive
equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed as Peak
Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per second
(ips). TBM vibrations during construction would generally be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and
thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the proposed tunnels. The TBM
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would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration source would likely only be
felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves away from a given location. This
means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a day or two when tunneling is
continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by common activities such as
traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated here would be comparable
to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30 feet away from an
observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.
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Please refer to response from Odessa Phillip below.
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Please see previous page for response from Odessa Phillip.
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Response to Comment 1:

The Project has performed an impact analysis for noise following the Federal Transit
Administration’s guidance manual. The number of potential moderate and severe impacts
were estimated using noise contour maps and land use information. For the Preferred
Alternative, 296 moderate and 141 severe residential noise impacts above the FTA
Frequent Impact Criterion of 35 dBA are anticipated. As a result, the Project will design and
implement noise barriers to mitigate these anticipated operational noise impacts.
Ventilation facilities will be designed with noise attenuation measures.
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This comment has been repeated as part of an email chain. Please refer to response from
Odessa Phillip in DEIS Comment #17.
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Response to Comment 2:

Under Executive Order (12898), federal agencies are required to identify and address
disproportionately high and adverse effects of federal projects on the health or
environment of minority and low-income populations to the greatest extent practicable
and permitted by law. The Department of Transportation’s environmental justice initiatives
accomplish this goal by involving the potentially affected public in developing
transportation projects that fit harmoniously within their communities without sacrificing
safety or mobility.

The B&P Project Team has performed an Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis consistent with
EO 12898 and subsequent USDOT Orders. A critical component of the EO on environmental
justice is public outreach. The Project Team has engaged extensively with the community
throughout the development of the Project, as detailed in Chapter VIIl. Meetings were held
with local officials; public, local, and regional organizations; government agencies; and
representatives of affected EJ communities along the evaluated alternative alignment.
Three public open houses and ten community meetings were held where the public was
given the opportunity to learn about the project development, ask questions, and engage
in discussions with the Project Team. The Project Team also attended several local
community association meetings with environmental justice populations to present
information on the Project and respond to questions in smaller, neighborhood-focused
settings. Additionally, the Project Team attended meetings at the request of the following
organizations: Residents Against the Tunnel (RATT) on May 24, 2016 at the Beth AM
Synagogue; No Boundaries Coalition on June 14, 2016 at St. Peter Claver Church; and
Baltimore City Public Schools on June 16, 2016 at John Eager Howard Elementary School.

Direct mailings to residents in the Study Area included property owners within one-quarter
mile of the build alternatives, as well as additional properties within the south portal area
that could potentially be impacted by the Project. The Project website continues to post
meeting notices, Project information, and avenues to comment. Publications including
print advertisements, newsletters, and fliers have been distributed at transit hub locations,
educational facilities, libraries, senior homes, shopping centers, laundromats, places of
worship, and other organizations.

The Project Team studied community composition in the areas affected by the build
alternatives. It reviewed data from the American Community Survey 2009-2013 for
minority and low-income populations, the National Center for Educational Statistics,
government-assisted housing programs, historical references, city officials, field visits, and
community meetings. From this information, the Project Team learned that of the 77
Census Block Groups in the Study Area, 72 contain minority race and/or ethnicity
populations of 50 percent or more. Thirty-six Census Block Groups contain 32 percent or
higher low-income households. More information can be found in Chapter V of this FEIS.
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Because the build alternatives are located almost entirely within EJ communities within the
Study Area, the effects would be borne primarily by minority and low-income populations.
For the Preferred Alternative, neighborhood and community facility impacts would
primarily occur at the north portal within the Jones Falls area neighborhood, the south
portal within the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood, and the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility location within the Reservoir Hill neighborhood. The Preferred Alternative would
result in 22 residential and 6 commercial property displacements. Four places of worship in
the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood would be displaced. There would be high and
adverse effects to EJ populations from noise, as well as medium and adverse effects to EJ
populations from visual quality due to the placement of a ventilation facility. Alternative 3A
would displace no residential buildings, and Alternative 3C would displace 12 residential
buildings.

As the Project is advanced to the design phase and if funding is available, the Project
sponsor would carry out mitigation measures and would continue to work with the
community in order to minimize impacts. The vast majority of this Project will be
underground which would reduce the overall impact to the communities. The Project
sponsor will also establish a fund to support community development within affected
communities, as well as a fund for maintenance of and improvement to publicly-owned
parks and recreational facilities within % mile of the Project alignment. The Project will
coordinate with local job training organizations to facilitate targeted job training and
include construction contract goals for workers of social and economic disadvantage. The
Project sponsor will also provide relocation protections to property owners and tenants
pursuant to the Uniform Relocation Act. For more information, please refer to Chapter Vil
of this FEIS.
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Response to Comment 1:

The build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the
Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would
allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional
connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific increase in
freight traffic is planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and operational
flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area without
impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the freight
railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the
near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including government
regulation, as well as market forces of rail transported materials such as coal, which
represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and
ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported that for the
first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent compared
to the same period in 2015. The combination of variables makes it virtually impossible to
accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of freight traffic is further
described in Chapter V.
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Response to DEIS Comment 20:

This comment includes a summary of the B&P Tunnel Project purpose and need, as well as
some if its principal elements and impacts. However, the comment is primarily focused on
the future of freight traffic in the City of Baltimore, which includes speculation regarding
how freight could make use of the B&P Tunnel and concerns associated with that use. The
comment also briefly focused on Alternatives development, and summarized recent local
policy and public outreach efforts associated with freight movement in Baltimore.

In regards to Project Purpose and Need, the comment is accurate. The Purpose of the
Project is to address the structural and operational deficiencies of the existing B&P Tunnel

and to accommodate future high-performance intercity passenger rail service goals for the

NEC, including:

e Toreduce travel time through the B&P Tunnel and along the NEC,

e  Toaccommodate existing and projected travel demand for intercity and commuter
passenger services,

e  To eliminate impediments to existing and projected operations along the NEC, and

e  To provide operational reliability, while accounting for the value of the existing
tunnel as an important element of Baltimore’s rail infrastructure.

In addition, the existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is approaching the
end of its useful life with regard to its physical condition. While the existing tunnel
remains safe for rail transportation, it requires substantial maintenance and repairs, and it
does not meet current design standards. The tunnel is considered to be structurally
deficient due to its age, the original design, and wear and tear. The tunnel is also
functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and future rail demands. The Purpose
and Need of the Project is further defined in Chapter Il of this FEIS.

Regarding section IV of this comment, who and what will be impacted by the new tunnels,
potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including
north ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses.
Impacts would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the
Intermediate Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
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The only reasonable reading of the board above is that the B&P Tunnel Project is
intended to serve passenger trains exclusively. This is a deception, and hardly could
have happened due to a mistake in preparation of this board by the FRA/USDOT,
MDOT, AMTRAK, and BDOT. It would be fair to conclude that this deliberate omission
of any reference to freight in this Public Hearing display board above was intended
to downplay and steer attention away from the very real and significant implications
of the B&P Tunnel Project for increasing freight traffic alons the MEC throush
Baltimore. Why? Probably because freight cargo has become a cause for alarm in
recent years with the widespread tanker car transport of Bakken crude oil,

accompanied by some recent derailments and destructive fires (see pages 22-23
below). The very definite intention of the B&P Tunnel Project to increase freight
train traffic along the Northeast Corridor line through Baltimore will become clear
upon reading the comment to follow directly below.

WHY ARE RAILROADS NECESSARY?: Introduction

Railroads have played a central role in building and sustaining the American
economy over the past 200 years. The American economy today depends upon an
extensive and well-functioning railroad system.

The purposes of railways are to transport either people or cargo. The passenger
lines transport people. Amtrak and MARC represent such passenger lines.

The freight lines transport cargo, usually of three general types: solid materials and
manufactured items; animals, livestock or plant material; and liquid or gaseous
materials. Different types of rail cars are used for transporting these different
cargoes. Forinstance, there are flat cars for containers, other flat cars for vehicles,
box cars, uncovered and covered hopper cars, stock cars, tank cars and others. As
stated in detail in the 2009 Study of Mid-Atlantic Rail Operations:

[Freight] Rail services fall into three distinct calegories:

« BULK RAIL SERVICE. Bulk services are dedicated unit trains ]mu]ing a .\'-ilti‘le bulk
gcammng!ily_' .-&pgh as gnal 1110\’1'113 from mines to power plant.v- or frm’n movi ng

from farms to ports. Commaodity flows tend to be one-way, with cars

(usually hopper cars) moving loaded from shipper to receiver and returning

empty from the receiver lo the shipper. ...

» GENERAL MERCHANDISE/CARLOALD RAIL SERVICE. General merchandize or mixed
carload trains move a diverse set of commeodities, including chemicals, food

products, forest products, metals, auto parts, waste and scrap using boxcars,

gondolas, tank cars, and other specialized rail equipment. ...
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displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.

Displacement and community facility impacts have been minimized with the selection and
refinement of the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 3B was advanced and modified
through a comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that
incorporated input from the public as well as federal, state, and local government
agencies. These changes resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to
residences and historic resources. The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred
Alternative. Chapter Ill in this FEIS provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to
the other alternatives carried forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation
criteria. Further justification for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred
Alternative is described in Chapter IV of this FEIS.

Regarding Alternative analysis, as described in this FEIS, the initial range of alternatives was
identified based on previous studies and during the preliminary alternatives development
phase of the Project. A total of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including
Alternative 1: No-Build, Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and
fourteen new location alternatives. The new location alternatives included five alternatives
based on previous studies (Alternatives 3 through 7), and nine additional alternatives
identified by this Project (Alternatives 8 through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening
process was applied to all of the 16 preliminary alternatives with the exception of
Alternative 1: No-Build and Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in
accordance with Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at Baltimore
Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable engineering
issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of alternatives
development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15 and 16 were all
found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Il of the FEIS details the basis of elimination or
retention for each alternative.

In Section VII of this comment, regarding better choices for tunnel locations, there was
disagreement with the decision to use the condition of existing infrastructure (specifically
Penn Station) as a basis to exclude Alternatives from further study. The constraints and
requirements used in the evaluation of Alternatives were created to ensure that the
Alternatives that advanced to further study would be both feasible and reasonable to
implement. The continued use of assets such as Baltimore Penn Station and the Gwynns
Falls Bridge ensure that additional funds are not spent rebuilding functional infrastructure
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« INTERMODAL RAIL SERVICE. Intermodal services, as defined by the rail industry,
are trains hauling international and domestic containers and trailers.
Intermodal trains move trailers and containers packed with finished
g)mgumg‘r goods, refrigerated foods, parts and tools for manufacturing, raw
3 : scrap —almost anything that can be packed into a
container or truck trailer. Unlike unit train and general merchandise/carload
traffic, intermodal traffic is typically two-way. ... [Source: [-95 Corridor Coalition — Mid-
Atlantic Rail Operations (MAROps) Phase 11 Study Final Report — December 2009, pages 2-7
and 2-8] [Upper case and underlining added for clarity and emphasis.|

Included among the liquid and gaseous cargoes are materials which can be
extremely hazardous if, as a result of a rail accident, they are spilled, escape, burn,
or explode under pressure. Fire can be a risk regardless of the type of cargo.

The chief purpose of this comment is to address the potential for increased risk from
such hazardous and other freight cargoes as a result of the B&P Tunnel Project.

As regards the movement of rail freight through the existing B&P Tunnel:

g Freight

Currently, cargos to/from specific railroad customers of the freight trains that pass through the B&P
Tunnel include vegetable oil; plastic pellets; paper; lumber; and produce, There are no regulations or
restrictions, however, which would preclude other forms of freight cargo on these trains, praviding the
material is moved in accordance with federal transportation rules, [Source: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT & SECTION 4{f) EVALUATION BALTIMORE & POTOMAC TUNNEL PROJECT
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND - December 2015 [hereinafter “B&P DEIS"], Chapter V = Affected
Environment, pages 82-83.]

-TH : i i k

The Northeast Corridor (NEC) extends from Richmond, VA at its south end to Boston,
MA at its north end, with side lines to Harrisburg, PA; Albany, NY; and Springfield,
MA. It represents a major passenger and freight route in the United States today,
serving a total extremely dense urban and suburban population of over 50,000,000.

As stated definitively in 2013 by the Northeast Corridor Infrastructure and
Operations Advisory Commission:

Baltimore’s B&P Tunnels are some of the oldest structural assets on the Corridor and a major
capacity bottleneck for both passenger and freight trains. The tunnels were constructed in
1873 = just eight years after the end of the Civil War. A series of three narrow profile tunnels in
amaore than one-mile stretch, they were originally constructed out of brick and stone masonry,
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and that communities and the local economy are not disrupted with unnecessary
construction.

Regarding freight, the build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight
traffic through the Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NECin a
manner that would allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of
additional connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific
increase in freight traffic are planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and
operational flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area
without impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the
freight railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in
the near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including
government regulation, as well as market forces of rail transported materials such as coal,
which represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands
and ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported that for
the first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent
compared to the same period in 2015. The combination of these variables makes it
virtually impossible to accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of
freight traffic is further described in Chapter V.

As correctly stated in Section Il of this comment, Amtrak has statutory and contractual
obligations to permit the continued operation of freight trains. Currently, Norfolk Southern
(NS) operates two freight trains through the existing B&P Tunnel daily.

The statutory and contractual obligations referred to above include a Common Carrier
Obligation, which prohibits the railroads using the B&P Tunnel from refusing reasonable
requests for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials.
Hazardous/flammable materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and
through the B&P Tunnel subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT)
regulations governing the proper labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated
materials or wastes. The rules are explained

at https.//www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,

chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation s rail transportation system,

including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.
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FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.

The number of variables involved makes it virtually impossible to accurately forecast
freight usage through the tunnel. Therefore, due to low probability of new freight
customers and the high cost of interconnecting freight lines with the NEC, Amtrak does not
anticipate increases in freight traffic in the foreseeable future.

Section VII of this comment addresses local policy and advocates for legal changes. This is
beyond the purview of the B&P Tunnel Project.

This comment also references the MTA Citizen Advisory Committee’s report A Proposal to
Unravel Baltimore’s Tangled Rail Lines. The report argues for a comprehensive system
approach to rail planning in Baltimore and the mid-Atlantic region. It describes a list of
projects and the order in which they should be completed. The report takes into
consideration local, state, and regional transportation routes, and recommends new
construction at a number of locations in order to relieve congestion and create
opportunities for expanding rail service in the future.

While recommendations in the report focus on resolving issues at a regional level, they
would not address or resolve the specific needs of the B&P Tunnel. As stated above, the
existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is approaching the end of its useful life.
It is considered to be structurally deficient due to its age, the original design, and wear and
tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and future rail
demands. For additional information regarding The Purpose and Need for the Project,
please see Chapter Il of this FEIS. To review the September 2015 report in its entirety,
please refer to DEIS Comment #11.
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population growth is returning to many of these urban areas....

More than two-thirds of Northeast counties with rail service experienced
population grown between 2000 and 2008. According to a recent study
prepared by the Coalition of Northeastern Governors, “The Northeast's
population settlement patterns have been influenced by the transportation
corridors shaped by geography and history,” with 80 percent of the region's
residents living within 25 miles of an existing or proposed multi-state rail
service.” America 2050 forecasts that the Northeast mega-region population
will reach 58 million by 2025 and that employment will increase from 29
million in 2000 to 36 million in 2025.

[Source: Northeast Corridor Infrastructure Master Plan - 2010, Part |, pages
2-3.] [Italics added for clarity.]

The NEC passes directly through the center of Baltimore City in the Baltimore and
Potomac (B&P) Tunnel as the railroad line moves between Washington DC and
Philadelphia. As stated in 2010:

South of the [Baltimore Penn] station, the two-track Baltimore and Potomac
B&P Tunnels are beyond their useful life and cannot adequately serve the mix
of trains currently operating in the tunnel. A new community and intercity rail
tunnel will replace the B&P tunnels. Freight traffic will benefit from a new
freight tunnel connection through Baltimore with connections north and south.
[Source: Northeast Corridor Infrastructure Master Plan - 2010, Part Il, page
40.]

Parenthetically, it should be noted here that the above-quoted Northeast Corridor
Infrastructure Master Plan contains not a single reference to “hazard”, “hazardous”,
“fire” or even “accident.” This comment will address those issues below.

So, the B&P Tunnel occupies a crucial position along the Northeast Corridor
infrastructure.

Following a July 18, 2001 fire from a C5X train derailment that occurred in the nearby Howard Street
Tunnel, Congress mandated that FRA provide a comprehensive assessment of the region’s complex rail
system. In response to the Congressional mandate, FRA completed two studies, Baltimore's Railroad
Network: Challenges and Alfernatives (FRA, 2005) and Balfimore's Railway Network: Analysis
and Recommendations (FRA and MDOT, 2011). The 2005 report characterized the state of the rail
network and the demands placed on it. The study evaluated the existing B&P Tunnel, as well as other
componem's of Baltimore's rail network, and underscored the rmporlance of the B&P Tunnel to the

;gpgh]!:;lgg in 1hg ﬁglpmgrg region, whlgh nel ggﬂ rgg!ggg gm Qf !hg glglng ﬂ? Tgng The 2011
report supplemented the findings of the 2005 report and evaluated passenger and freight alternative
routes through Baltimore., The 2011 report states that “the physical candition of the [existing B&P
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Tunnel] requires that it be rebuilt or replaced within the next 10-20 years.” In addition, “the conditions
in the [existing] B&P Tunnel—as well as its criticality to the protection of a reliable passenger service—
preclude its expanded use for most freight and constrain the flow of commerce to and through the
Baltimore region” (FRA and MDOT, 2011). [Source: B&P DEIS, Chapter || — Purpose and Need, page 3.
[Underscoring added for emphasis.]

Based on all of the above, there can be little dispute about the need to replace the
current B&P Tunnel in Baltimore, which is 143 years old.

Il - FOR FREIGHT OR NOT FOR FREIGHT, THAT IS THE QUESTION: Existing Use of the
B&P Tunnel for freight trains

Despite the need to replace the B&P Tunnel for passenger rail traffic, serious
questions remain about use of its replacement for freight rail purposes.

ThlS comment will address concerns w1th Mmﬁ_&mmﬂ;

It will not address the mcrease in passenger trann trafﬁc

Here is a Baltimore City map inset from the map published by the Maryland
Department of Transportation (MDOT), with the red oval added to show the area for
the B&P Tunnel Project:
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Norfolk Southern Corporation and CSX Corporation have rights to operate on the Northeast Corridor
per “trackage-rights agreements” that date back to Amtrak’s acquisition of the Northeast Corridor on
April 1, 1976 as part of the Railroad Revitalization and Regulatory Reform Act of 1976 (see end note for
more discussion regarding dates). Per these agreements, Amtrak must make reasonable efforts to
accommodate freight rail operations on the Northeast Corridor, and freight rail companies must be
equally accommodating in accepting off-hour track assignments for the movement of goods (nights,
weekends), when passenger trains operate less frequently and the insertion of freight trains will not
delay them. While these agreements guarantee private rail freight companies access to the Northeast
Carridor, these rail freight companies have other route options around Baltimore that make it unlikely
that the B&P Tunnel route would be more attractive as a major through route across or around the city.
[Source: B&P DEIS, Chapter V — Affected Environment, pages 82-83.]

According to Reuters (U.S. Edition), NYSE stock exchange for NSC and NASDAQ stock
exchange for CSX (all accessed February 13, 2016) :

1) Norfolk Southemn [NYSE] operated in 2014 approximately 20,000 miles of road

2

in 22 states and the District of Columbia. In terms of cargoes, NSC includes,
among many others, “...chemicals, which includes sulfur and related
chemicals, petroleum products (including crude oil}, chlorine and bleaching
compounds, plastics, rubber, industrial chemicals and chemical wastes...."
[Italics added for emphasis.]

CSXT [NASDAQ] provides links to the transportation supply chain through its
approximately 21,000 route mile rail network, which serves 23 states east of
the Mississippi, the District of Columbia, and the Canadian provinces of
Ontario and Quebec. CSXT includes cargoes, among several others, of
“phosphate, fertilizer ... and chemical products.” [Italics added for emphasis.]

Each railway lists the other as its main competitor.

It is clear that any of the cargoes listed above could, if involved in an accident,
subject the surrounding area to extremely hazardous risks.

The alignments for the existing B&P Tunnel and the three proposed alternatives (3A,
3B, and 3C) are each just under four miles long. The tunnels themselves are each
less than 22 miles long [see B&P DEIS, Section IV, Table 9, page 66].

The following table shows the frequency of freight rail traffic through the existing
B&P Tunnel.
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constraints, all rail freight movements between the northeast and southwest parts of the Port of
Baltimore are difficult and costly to accomplish. Due ta clearance limitations in the B&P Tunnel, N5
cannot route many types of shipments to the suu'l‘.‘lwest part of the Port and csx connot route many

lexibility diminishes

the Port’s efficiency and attractiveness. The Port is a major economic player in the Baltimore region
and generates $1.5 billion in business revenue annually (Amtrak, 2010a). [Source: B&P DEIS -
Chapter Il - Purpose and Need, page 15.] [Bolding, italics, underscoring and
red lining added for emphasis. ]

- U - AS IT IS MOW BEING SERVED: W re the principal
ele ject propo

1)  Alternative 1: No-Build - Keep the current 143-year old two-track tunnel
and repair it again with routine maintenance.

2)  Alternatives 34, 38, or 3C - Replace the current 143-year old two-track tunnel
with four single-track tunnels, each of them able to accommodate double-stack
freight trains. Three “great-circle” routes are proposed for these alternatives, to
be sited north of the location of the current B&P Tunnel. Each of these three
alternative would include a north portal, a south portal, and an intermediate
ventilation plant. [Source: B&P DEIS, Chapter IV, “Alternatives Still Under
Consideration”, pages 35-71]

One of the clearest map graphics showing the retained alternatives is the following:
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V - MORE TUNNELS MEAN MORE FREIGHT: How is freight rail traffic likely to increase
with the construction of any one of the three new alternatives (34, 3B. or 3C) of the
B&P Tunnel Project?

Some 50 Class | and regional freight trains use the NEC each day to service
industries, power plants, and ports in the Northeast and Midwest. This heavy
volume of freight traffic reinforces the NEC's role as a vital link in the national
freight network and an important component of future regional and national
economic growth. [Source: Northeast Corridor Infrastructure Master Plan -
2010, Part |, page 26.]

NS has no plans to increase or change its B&P Tunnel freight aperation in the near future. N5 has,
however, restated its contractual right to increase freight cperations in the future should it see value in
doing so. In addition, the agreements provide that Amtrak cannot take any action that may restrict
future growth in freight traffic through the B&P Tunnel.

Amtrak’s first priority is to its passenger services. Therefore, although Amtrak must accommodate
requests from NS or other freight operators with trackage rights agreements for additional train moves
an the Northeast Corridar, Amtrak need only schedule such moves as space between passenger trains
can be made available. Where the freight operator and Amtrak have a dispute about scheduling of
freight moves, the Surface Transportation Board (STB) adjudicates trackage rights agreements. [Source:
B&P DEIS, Chapter V — Affected Environment, page 83.]

The B&P Tunnel Project DEIS is a bit duplicitous in its reference to potential increase
in freight rail traffic in the event of a new tunnel being constructed along the MEC.
For instance, it is stated in the Executive Summary that:

As shown, the proposed Project would not have any effects on operational emissions due to no
projected increase in diesel freight train operations and no significant air emissions generated by trains

propelled by electric locomotives, [Source: B&P DESS, Executive Summary, under “Air Quality”, page
ES-16.]

Similarly, in the body of the DEIS itself, in the detailed discussion of Environmental
Consequences under “H. Air Quality” and “l.Noise”, there is no increase in freight
traffic projected by the year 2040 shown in Tables 58, 59, and 63 from today's
current level of two (2) freight trains per day. Tables 58 and 59 (for the 2040 No-
Build and Build Years) are shown directly below [red lining added for emphasis]:
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In fact, the discussion states explicitly that: “...the Build Alternatives (34, 3B, and
3C) would have no effects on operational emissions, due to no projected increase in
diesel freight train operations....”[Source: B&P DEIS, Chapter VI - Environmental
Consequences, page 223.]

Similarly, in Chapter VI under Section K. Energy, it is stated that:

The number of forecasted daily freight trains traveling through the B&P Tunnel is not expected to
increase under any of the Build Alternatives; therefore, no change in energy consumption by freight in
the Study Area would occur. [Source: B&P DEIS, Chapter VI — Environmental Consequences, page
238

However, construction of the new tunnels to replace the existing B&P Tunnel will
provide new opportunities for freight rail to travel through and under the residential
areas of Penn-North, Reservoir Hill, Sandtown-Winchester, Easterwood, Bridgeview-
Greenlawn, and other center-city communities. As stated in 2010:

A new commuter and intercity rail tunnel will replace the B&P Tunnels.

Freight traffic will benefit from a new freight tunnel connection through
Baltimore with connections north and south. [Source: Northeast Corridor
Infrastructure Master Plan - 2010, Part Il, page 40. And see also Part lll, page
18.]

The future freight picture for the NEC looks substantially different from today.
A national increase of 44% to 888 million tons is projected by 2030, with a
commensurate increase expected on the NEC. According to the Mid-Atlantic
Rail Operations Study (MAROps) performed for the 1-95 Corridor Coalition, the
traffic volume on the freight rail network in New Jersey, Pennsylvania,

Delaware, Maryland and Virginia is anticipated to grow by 79%, equivalent to
more than 60,000 trucks per day.

On the NEC, the most critical freight need is to provide improved freight
capacity to the Port of Baltimore and between Mewark, DE and Perryville, MD.
[Source: Northeast Corridor Infrastructure Master Plan - 2010, Part |, page
27.] [Underscoring added for emphasis.]

There is clear implication in Section VI.M that increased freight is in the future of
the NEC improvements along Baltimore's B&P Tunnel Project Study Area. Here are
the quotes to prove it [NOTE: all underscoring below has been added for emphasis
whenever freight rail has been mentioned]:

While there are no specific plans in place to establish a double-stack (Plate H) freight corridor through
Baltimore City, either by CSX, NS, or others, it is reasonably foreseeable that future efforts could be

made to establish one. A stated objective of Baltimore’s Railroad Network study (FRA and MDOT,
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2011) is “Provide tri-level auto carrier clearance (Plate H) routes through Baltimore for both NS and
CSXT freight trains.” It is considered highly desirable by freight rail carriers to connect the Port of
Baltimore with inland markets via a double-stacked Baltimore freight line. Both NS and CSX have

expressed interest in the B&P Tunnel Project: correspondence from both railroads is provided in
Appendix B.

.. Therefore, while the proposed B&P Tunnels themselves will be tall enough to accommodate double-
stack trains, virtually none of the trackage north or south of the tunnel in the vicinity of Baltimore can
accommodate the extra height, and, without additional investment in the hundreds of millions of
dallars, it is unlikely that double-stack trains will operate through Baltimere on the Northeast Corridor
in the near future. Any potential freight corridor improvements, if they were to move forward, would
be completed wholly independently of the B&P Tunnel Project,

... If greater volumes of freight traffic are allowed through the Northeast Corridor in the Study Area in
the future, due to increased throughput capacity and operational flexibility, increased air quality
impacts from diesel freight trains would need to be assessed in accordance with Clean Air Act
requirements. Any increase in future air emissions would be in compliance with applicable air quality
regulations. Similarly, greater volumes of freight traffic could result in increased severity of noise and
vibration impacts relative to those described in Section VLI and Section VI.J. due to diesel freight
trains traveling through the corridor more frequently. Although not determined and not currently
planned as part of the B&F Tunnel Project, increased capacity for freight traffic through the Study Area

could result in additional indirect noise and vibration impacts. Any potential noise and vibration
impacts would likely occur near portals and at open sections.

... Each of the Build Alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the Study
Area. C5X freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would allow C5X trains
to travel through the proposed tunnels, or the existing B&P Tunnel, without construction of additional
ccnnectluns aspartofa separate pro]ect fram the B&P Tunnel iject Mﬂm&mw_qmm

Mmm;hgmmmm Each of the Bl.nld nl'oernatwes could also mclude
repurposing of the eﬂlstlng B&P Tunne! mto asingletrack, double stack dedicated frmght tunnel, The

! e Stu
Any increases would need to be deterrnmed via

agreement wn:h Amtrak. The new tunnels will feature relatively steep grades that may not be desirable
for freight carriers. Impacts from any future increases in freight volume resulting solely from B&P

Tunnel Project improvements are considered potential indirect impacts and are qualitatively assessed
in this section. [Bolding, italics, and underscoring added for emphasis.]

...A review of master plans, transportation plans, and planned development projects in the analysis
area does not indicate any reasonably foreseeable projects or plans that would result in increased noise
or vibration near the Build Alternative impacts, Therefore no cumulative noise and vibration impacts
are currently anticipated. However, increased noise and vibration impacts could potentially occur if

additional pm}ects- none of whlch are currer-tlv planned gslablﬁhjsddﬁmaj_&mghlmbmnnmgns_m_

Tunnel. Anv noise |rr|pacts from other pro]ecis would be subJect to Iocal noise regulatmns as we!l as
federal noise requirements if completed as part of a USDOT action.
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the people and human institutions located within the B&P Tunnel Project Study Area
to much greater risks as a result of any increases in freight rail traffic. What would
be the specific nature of these risks? Fire, explosion, corrosive or toxic liquids or
solids, toxic fumes, temporary or permanent displacement of persons from homes or
businesses.

Some significant risks result from inherently dangerous materials (hazardous, toxic,
caustic, explosive, etc.).

Others risks include fire, which can consume all sort of other, normally non-
hazardous cargo and people and property in the area adjacent to a train derailment
or collision.

It is of the greatest importance and relevance that Baltimore City has itself had very
recent experience with a freight train derailment, which resulted in the release of
hazardous cargo. This was the Howard Street Tunnel Derailment and Fire involving a
CSX train on July 18, 2001 - less than fifteen years ago. The official National
Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) Railroad Accident Brief stated, in pertinent part
as follows:

The 2001 Howard Street Tunnel Derailment and Fire

Synopsis

On Wednesday, July 18, 2001, at 3:08 p.m.. eastbound CSX1 freight train 1-412-16 derailed 11
of its 60 cars while passing through the Howard Street Tunnel in Baltimore, Maryland. Four of
the 11 derailed cars were tank cars: 1 contained tripropylene, a flammable liquid; 2 contained
hydrochloric acid; and 1 contained di(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate, which is a plasticizer and an
environmentally hazardous substance. The derailed tank car containing tripropylene was
punctured, and the escaping tripropylene ignited. The fire spread to the contents of several
adjacent cars, creating heat, smoke, and fumes that restricted access to the tunnel for several
days. A 40-inch diameter water main directly above the tunnel broke in the hours following the
accident and flooded the tunnel with millions of gallons of water. Five emergency responders
sustained minor injuries while involved with the on-site emergency. Total costs associated with
the accident, including response and clean-up costs, were estimated at about $12 million. [At
page 1]

Transportation of Hazardous Materials Through the Tunnel
During the d‘.rmlms.nl alfmk car rs.h.as‘.d more than 28,600 gallons ot mprop\ln.ne The
fl able ene ; subs 3 N

I in nil dArs ni} L ! I
over the next several days. The release of the lTIpT{}p\ lene initiated the fire and increased the

severity of the accident.

Immediately behind the ruptured tripropylene car were two tank cars containing hydrochloric

= b'more mobile Comment on DEIS for the B&P Tunnel Project: Page 20 of 31 -

FEIS November 2016

RESPONSES

94



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS

acid and one tank car loaded with di{2-ethylhexyl) phthalate, which is an environmentally
hazardous substance. Exposure of the hydrochloric acid tank cars to high temperatures for the
duration of the fire resulted in thermal degradation of the cars’ rubber linings and corrosive
penetration of one of the cars by the acid.

The CSX route through Baltimore and the Howard Street Tunnel is a major rail artery and is a

designated hazardous materials key route for all types and classes of hazardous materials.

Congress recognized the significance of this rail route when it mandated that the DOT conduet

a rail infrastructure study17 for passenger and freight routes in the Baltimore corridor. Although

the FRA had not completed the final report for the study as of August 2004, it has indicated that
by A% s i o 5

All three options involve the construction of new. modern tunnels with estimated costs ranging
i illi 3 billion, Because of the scope and expense of these options, replacement of
the Howard Street Tunnel is not assured, and at best, several years will be required to complete
such a project.

Given these factors, improving the safety of the transportation of hazardous materials through
the Howard Street Tunnel and minimizing the potential for more serious hazardous materials
incidents in the tunnel will, in the Safety Board’s view, depend upon shared communication and
coordination between CSX and the city of Baltimore about the volumes and types of hazardous
materials that are transported through the tunnel, anticipation of the types of incidents that
might occur, and the capabilities and/or limitations of the city to access the tunnel and respond
to any hazardous materials incident in it. The desired level of communication and coordination
can be achieved through comprehensive emergency preparedness planning, including joint
drills and exercises. [At page 16.]

17 ULS, Department of Transpontation's Baltimore, Maryland Freight and Passenger Infrastnicure

Study, per Public Law 107-87.  [at page 18] [Underscoring added for emphasis. ]

As can be seen in the NTSB Accident Brief above, there is reference made to plans
which are underway for “improving the freight infrastructure through Baltimore.”
These plans are mentioned above at page 6.

What about the accident records for the two principal freight carriers which pass
through Baltimore City: CSX and Norfolk Southem? Here are the details from the
official numbers about their freight accidents from the website of the Federal
Railway Administration of the US Department of Transportation. The period covered
is the last fifteen years - 2001 to 2015 - the period of time since the Howard Street
Tunnel derailment tock place here in Baltimore City.
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- accessed by Art Cohen on February 24, 2016 from.  hitp: yelatta fra dot govi P Cueryfirchart aspx

Year: 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2008 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 20M2 2013 2014 2015

Typa of Chart
csx

1-Derailments 236 ¥ 33 3T 33 270 21 208 191 165 152 138 138 145 135
2-Calllsions 76 43 24 32 63 50 53 48 25 Fal 22 24 18 a2 34
3-Hurnan Factor Caused 156 152 222 241 205 141 118 100 76 8% &9 85 68 87 80
4Deaths = Al Actidentsincidents 130 114 130 131 108 131 122 MEé 97 112 14 82 M2 86 109
5-Total Train Accidents on Main Track 95 8 1ME& 125 110 12 98 81 &8 85 54 47 53 43 M
&-Train Accidents 355 326 472 481 449 FT O M]S 300 40 242 21 19T 188 233 26

NORFOLK SOUTHERN
1-Derailments 183 185 223 225 26 168 154 148 140 138 43 128 135 11 1
2-Collisiors 2 26 2% 26 3\ 28 226 W 2 15 714 17 g 17
3-Hurnan Facter Caused B9 71114 92 108 a7 95 3 &1 # &4 62 5 79 L1
4Deaths - Al Actidentsincidents 18 120 97 120 134 M2 103 12 76 73 80 81 & 88 10
5-Total Train Accidents on Main Track 61 S5 82 82 72 71 66 54 47 58 38 33 47 43 M
6-Train Accidents 226 210 208 284 300 231 227 224 205 189 156 158 181 179 180
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The data provided in this spreadsheet for these two freight rail companies, CSX and
Norfolk Southern, are national and not local. However, even as such, they are useful
for drawing some general conclusions about the dangers and hazards which attend
the hourly and daily movement of freight trains around Baltimore City. As with all
transportation, freight rail transportation can be expected to have its accidents,
with their respective consequences in terms of death, injury, and destruction of
property. CSX and Norfolk Southern are the two principal rail freight lines serving
the Baltimore region.

Vil - BETTER CHOICES AN OUNCE OF PREVENTION IS WORTH IT!: Where can
h us freigh u or re-rou mandar un BlmoreC‘l as to

With recent derailments of Bakken formation crude oil tanker cars in Lac Mégantic,
near Lynchburg, Virginia, and in other locations, the public concem about freight
rail safety has greatly increased. Here in Baltimore, recent developments have
included the following:

1) Baltimore Circuit Court Judge Lawrence P. Fletcher Hill's ruled in August 2015
that Norfolk Southern Railway Company cannot legally block the Maryland
Department of the Environment (MDE) from releasing to the public information
about the volurne and frequency of its crude oil sh1prnents [Source Ngrfgik

m the Circuit Court of Balumore City,

Case No. 24-C-14-004367]

2)  In January 2016, Baltimore City Council President Bernard “Jack"” Young
introduced an ordinance (Council Bill 16-0621) “Transport of Crude Oil by Rail”
which would require that both a health impact assessment and a risk assessment be
conducted “of the transportation of crude oil by rail in or through Baltimore City or
within 10 miles of the City's boundaries.” Council President Young was joined by
thirteen of the fourteen other Council members in sponsoring the bill, which was
introduced at the request of the Chesapeake Climate Action Network (CCAN).

3) Finally, on February 11, 2016, just two weeks ago, a large public meeting was
held by CCAN to introduce the Baltimore City public to Marilaine Savard, a young
mother from Lac Mégantic in Quebec Province, Canada, who was a witness to the
devastating crude oil fire there on July 6, 2013 when a 74-car freight train carrying
Bakken Formation light crude oil derailed, crashed, exploded and burned for nearly
two days. Forty-two people were confirmed dead, with five more missing and
presumed dead. More than 30 buildings in the town's centre, roughly half of the
downtown area, were destroyed and all but three of the thirty-nine remaining
downtown buildings are to be demolished due to petroleum contamination of the
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EALTERNATIVES
w Upgraded Rail Lines

s Exiving CSX Mainling Studied
— C Turned
—— indian Head
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Suarune EXR, TokeAbins P (Frlrmary 2007)

The 2009 article evaluated alternate rail routes around the Washington, DC area. A
map of such routes is shown below (from page 300 of the Journal).

If this can be suggested for the District of Columbia, surely it can be considered as

well for the equally population-dense areas of Baltimore City, just a few miles to the
northeast of DC.

The principal danger to the people of the B&P Tunnel Project Study Area is from the
transportation of hazardous freight through any one or more of the proposed four
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tunnels projected to pass under and through the Study Area (Alternatives 3A, 3B, or
3C) [or, in the re-purposed old existing B&P Tunnel, which will not be discussed
here]. The danger lies in the nature of the transported hazard itself, as well as in
its capacity to ignite other cargo on the same train to increase the risk of a fire and
heat hazard to people and property in the area of derailment or collision.

Because of the great risk to people and human institutions which exist within
such areas, hazardous freight cargo and any other freight cargo subject to
ignition by burning hazardous cargo should not be permitted to go by rail through
densely-populated urban areas.

As demonstrated under Section |V above, almost 66,000 people live in the Study Area
for the B&P Tunnel Project, and many human institutions exist and flourish within
the boundaries of the Study Area. Any and all of these could be seriously impacted
by a derailment of a freight train carrying hazardous cargoes through any of the four
proposed tunnels - leading to injury or death of persons living and working within
the Study Area’s boundaries.

While it makes sense for Amtrak's and MARC's passenger rail services to pass through
densely-populated urban areas such as Baltimore City where they can discharge and
pick up passengers, it makes much less sense for freight rail service.

It may eventually be decided, in light of the B&P Tunnel Project plans, that many
more passenger trains should move through the four projected tunnels than
currently are able to pass through the old existing B&P Tunnel.

imi

hould be clearly and permanently eliminated for
of cargo. Even if freight trains were permitted only
to carry non-hazardous cargo through the new B&P tunnels, under competitive
market conditions, the temptation would be too great to also carry hazardous

cargoes over the same freight route.

The Federal Railroad Administration’s regulations explicitly require all environmental
impact statements (EISs) to consider both public health and public safety (see 64
Federal Register pages 28550 and 28555 - May 26, 1999). From policy and planning
points of view, to preserve public health and public safety, it makes much more
sense to insist that any freight trains, with or without hazardous cargoes, be
equired to travel alo Baltimore City route WO etel 55
densely-populated areas within the City.

If such a bypass requirement were adopted, this might also reduce the need for four
tunnels as part of the three alternatives proposed for the B&P Tunnel Project. It
might also reduce the need to make any or all of these tunnels of the double-stack
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Another possibility for an exclusively freight rail line would be the suggestion from
Edward Cohen and the MTA's Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) and the MTA's
Citizens Advisory Committee for Accessible Transportation CACAT) contained in “A
Proposal To Unravel Baltimore's Tangled Rail Lines.” This was presented as comment
at the Monday, February 1, 2016 public hearing at on the B&P Tunnel Project held at
Douglass High School. The freight line tunnel suggested by CAC and CACAT would
have to be constructed, and would be located further south than Alternatives #6 and
#7, proceeding from Marley Neck to Sparrows Point. This suggestion resembles the
Sparrows Point option discussed by the “BALTIMORE RAILROAD NETWORK: ANALYSIS
AND RECOMMENDATIONS” of 2011, which is mentioned directly above.

In any case, it is clear that there are freight rail altermatives for the Baltimore City
area which can bypass entirely the more densely-populated areas of the City and
thus pose much less risk of fire and explosion to the people, businesses, and
property of Baltimore. Some effort is justified immediately in exploring as many of
these alternatives as possible, in order to prevent the kind of disaster which
happened less than three years ago at Lac Mégantic and over fourteen years ago in
Baltimore's Howard Street Tunnel. There have been too many deaths and injuries
from these causes in recent years. As improvements are planned for the NEC, we
should all now learn from those recent local disasters, and do what is necessary to
prevent recurrences of them. Planning of improvements now offers us an unique
opportunity to do so. This is the time to face up to the risks resulting to dense
urban populations from hazardous freight cargoes. THE TIME FOR PREVENTIVE
ACTION AND PROMOTING FREIGHT BYPASSES IS NOW!

BIBLIOGRAPHY
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“A Proposal to Unravel Baltimore's Tangled Rail Lines” from the MTA Citizens
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Response to Comment 1:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.
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Brittany Rolf
From: noreply@bptunnel com
Sent: Friday, February 26, 2016 2:28 PM
To: BPTunnel Information
Subject: Comment Farm

Ms Amelia Cox

I strongly oppose the construction of the tunnel as pertains to its impacts both on my own neighborhood
(Reservoir Hill) and those of my friends (Sandtown-Winchester).

The five-story venting tower proposed for Reservoir Hill is an industrial application in the heart of a residential
community. Through its shadow and its fumes it will immediately kill the vibrant community farm (Whitelock
Farm) and neighborhood garden that have flourished on Whitelock and symbolize the revitalization of the

neighborhood. The venting tower means we will have fumes instead of fresh food. an industrial tower instead of

historic architecture, and shade where there was sunshine and a community gathering space.

And that's if evervthing goes well. In the event of an accident in the tunnel, however, what would the impact be
on the neighbors who live by the venting tower? Where do smoke and toxic fumes go except around our
beautiful neighborhood, including just two blocks down to the John Eager Howard Elementary School the
reservoir at Druid HII Park, and the nearby Marvland Zoo?

It's inconceivable to me that the residents will accept a plan by which random strangers get a faster commute

and industrial shippers get a more direct route, at the cost of a city’s beautiful neighborhood. elementary school
children, and zoo.

FEIS November 2016
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Response to Comment 1:

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 2:

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO,
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation facility air dispersion modeling.

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 3:
To minimize risk to the public, FRA requires a range of measures, including emergency
response information and safety and security plans. Local first responders receive training
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in hazardous materials incidents for specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. The build
alternatives would be designed and constructed in compliance with all current standards
relative to Fire Life and Safety, which includes compliance with the National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA). Emergency access/egress for pedestrians would be accomplished via
emergency exits no farther than 2,500 feet apart or cross-passages between tunnels every
800 feet or less, or in some situations, a combination of both. For the Preferred Alternative,
three locations would be provided for emergency egress to the surface, working with cross-
passages in the tunnels. The emergency egress to ground level would be provided at the
south portal Ventilation Facility, via the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, and at the north
portal Ventilation Facility.

The ventilation facilities would be an essential Life/Safety component of the build
alternatives, beyond their function of providing emergency access/egress for the tunnels.
The ventilation facilities would include an above-ground structure housing fans and
ancillary equipment, operations and control equipment, fire protection equipment, and
silencers and dampers. In the unlikely event of a fire, smoke could emerge from the vents,
as is the case with any structural fire. The ventilation facilities and fans are built so that
smoke emerging from the tunnel would be projected up and away from the community. In
the very rare event of a tunnel fire, the path from a tunnel fire to the exhaust louvers is
long and circuitous, with many bends that reduce the ability of particles to travel through
the fans and louvers.

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.

Regarding concerns for siting the ventilation facility near the elementary school, Chapter
VI of this FEIS specifically reviewed Air Quality, Water, Soil, and Hazardous Material
impacts on Children’s Health. The build alternatives would pose no health or safety risks
that would disproportionately affect children. The build alternatives would have no
significant effects on air quality, as the net change in emissions of NOx VOC, and PM; 5
between 2040 No-Build and the 2040 Build scenario would be below de minimis levels
(levels too low to measure or to have meaningful environmental or health impacts). In
accordance with the General Conformity Thresholds, it is unlikely that emissions associated
with the ventilation facilities would cause, or substantially contribute to a violation of
NAAQS, established by the USEPA.

No sole source aquifers, active water supply reservoirs, or wells are located near the
Project. The Project will have no impact to potable water.
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While reducing travel time through the B&P Tunnel is one of several goals of the Project, it
is not the reason that the Project was initiated. The existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140
years old and is approaching the end of its useful life with regard to its physical condition.
While the existing tunnel remains safe for rail transportation, it requires substantial
maintenance and repairs, and it does not meet current design standards. The tunnel is
considered to be structurally deficient due to its age, the original design, and wear and
tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and future rail
demands. The Purpose and Need of the Project is further defined in Chapter Il of this FEIS.

Regarding your comments on industrial shipping, while it is not a primary goal associated
with the Project Purpose and Need, the build alternatives could increase throughput
capacity for freight traffic through the Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently
connect with the NEC in a manner that would allow CSX trains to travel through the
tunnel without construction of additional connections as part of a separate project from
the Project. While no specific increase in freight traffic are planned or proposed with the
Project, increased capacity and operational flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight
trains through the Study Area without impeding their passenger operations. At present,
there are no indications from the freight railroads that existing freight traffic levels
through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject
to numerous variables, including government regulation, as well as market forces of rail
transported materials such as coal, which represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car
loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and ethanol. As an example of this variability, the
Department of Energy reported that for the first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail
transportation decreased 45 percent compared to the same period in 2015. The
combination of these variables makes it virtually impossible to accurately forecast freight
usage through the tunnel. Variability of freight traffic is further described in Chapter V.

Amtrak has statutory and contractual obligations to permit the continued operation of
freight trains. Currently, Norfolk Southern (NS) operates two trains through the existing
B&P Tunnel daily for freight purposes.
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DEIS Comment 23:

Thank you for your comment.
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Brittany Rolf
Froim: John Cutenilli
Sent: Friday, February 26, 2016 2:07 PM
To: BPTunnel Information
Subject: DEIS COMMENT

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has not looked at all reasonable alternatives. It has used an
improper methodology to restrict and predetermine the outcome of the process. This is evidenced by the NEC
Futures Title I EIS, which studied an alternative (alternative 5) that was rejected by this EIS. It also does not
address the disposition of the existing tunnel, which is listed as a need of the project.

This methodology restricts the study area based on two artificial means, which were not identified in the
purpose and need of the project. These means are the West Baltimore MARC station and Penn Station. Neither
of these stations in their present locations are required to fulfill the purpose and need of the project. yet were the
primary reasons for rejecting most of the alternatives.

Both of these locations have potentially very negative consequences to the project. Penn Station does not have
the Plate H clearances {(according to previous FRA studies) and may need to be torn down/moved to
accommodate these clearances, The EIS appears to ignore the impacts that the station itself may cause to the
future use of the project. The West Baltimore MARC station presents negative environmental impacts due to
the surrounding community and is not served by Amtrak. The Title 1 EIS and the elimination of alternative 11
demonstrate this. MARC could make operational changes to negate the need to require the West Baltimore
MARC 10 be an end point of the tunnel.

Additionally the EIS also fails to properly understand the needs for the number of tracks, It derives the need
from the Title I EIS. This need is based on the projected rail capacity and the need for MARC to make
intermediate stops (interfering with) that Amtrak does not. In the case of the existing B&P Tunnel, only two
tracks are needed because there are no intermediate stops. The EIS alternatives do not address the fact that the
purpose and need of the project may be met with less than 4 new tracks based on this fact. The EIS should
properly evaluate the minimum needed base on each alternative.

There are numerous reasonable alternatives that have not been evaluated. The following alternatives are a non
exhaustive list. Many of the rejected alternatives are actually reasonable alternatives when the station location
requirements are eliminated. Additionally, the Howard St tunnel should also be evaluated as an alternative with
CS8X using a rehabbed B&P tunnel with plate H clearance.

The EIS demonstrates that the rehabilitation of the existing tunnel is significantly cheaper than building two
tunnels. While this is not a reasonable alterative on its own, it can be combined with other alternatives. This
alternative should include a double wide tunnel as well as a single track tunnel with plate H clearance. Building
one or two plate H clearance tunnels may eliminate the need to create two additional tunnels with plate H
clearances since Amtrak does not need such large tunnels saving money.

Alternative 11 may be viable if the West Baltimore tunnel entrance and tunnel is extended farther down the
track towards DC. The West Baltimore station can be accommodated either by an underground station or
operationally (e.g through reverse train moves or serving as an end of line station). It may be possible to make
underground sidings at the West Baltimore MARC to eliminate the interference with Amtrak. Another possible
location for a ventilation plant for option 11 is over the existing B&P tunnel opening around Pennsylvania and
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Response to Comment 1:

As described in this FEIS, the initial range of alternatives was identified based on previous
studies and during the preliminary alternatives development phase of the Project. A total
of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build, Alternative
2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and fourteen new location alternatives. The
new location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous studies (Alternatives
3 through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project (Alternatives 8
through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to all of the 16
preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and Alternative 2:
Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on Environmental
Quiality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at Baltimore
Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable engineering
issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of alternatives
development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15 and 16 were all
found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Il of the FEIS details the basis of elimination or
retention for each alternative.

The Project is proposed in order to address the deficiencies of the existing tunnel.
Alternative 5 does not address deficiencies of the tunnel, and is therefore not a feasible
alternative. For more information regarding the Project Purpose and Need, as well as the
Alternatives Development process, please refer to Chapters Il and Il of this FEIS.

The disposition of the existing tunnel is explored in Chapter Il. The existing B&P Tunnel is
more than 140 years old and is approaching the end of its useful life with regard to its
physical condition. While the existing tunnel remains safe for rail transportation, it requires
substantial maintenance and repairs, and it does not meet current design standards. The
tunnel is considered to be structurally deficient due to its age, the original design, and
wear and tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and
future rail demands. The Purpose and Need of the Project is further defined in Chapter Il
of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 2:

The purpose of the Project is to address the structural and operational deficiencies of the
existing B&P Tunnel and to accommodate future high-performance intercity passenger rail
service goals for the NEC, which include eliminating impediments to existing and projected
operations along the NEC. The alternatives considered were developed to complement
existing operations at the existing Penn Station.
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Using existing infrastructure was a necessary condition for an Alternative to be considered
feasible and/or reasonable. Utilizing Baltimore Penn Station was one such condition.
Utilizing the existing West Baltimore MARC station, however, was not a condition, and the
existing station will be replaced.

Amtrak is in the early planning stages of developing a master plan for the future needs at
Baltimore Penn Station (Amtrak, 2015). The plan will outline a series of incremental and
phased improvements to the station facility and select land assets to guide the station’s
future development. The master plan will build off three studies: The Operations and
Facilities Study, which will assess long-term operational and facility requirements for
Baltimore Penn Station to meet growing capacity demands; the State of Good Repair Study;
and the Commercial Development Study. Early coordination between the Project Team and
Baltimore Penn Station representatives indicated that neither project would impact the
other. Planned high level platforms at Baltimore Penn Station would not have any material
effect on the alternatives considered for the Project.

Regarding the minimum appropriate number of tracks, consistent with NEC long-range
planning needs identified in the NEC FUTURE Program, the Project proposes four tracks
through Baltimore. The increased number of tracks will eliminate a chokepoint and expand
capacity to accommodate future high-frequency, high-speed passenger train service
anticipated on the NEC by 2040. Four tracks provide the resiliency/redundancy needed to
maintain rail traffic between the West Baltimore MARC Station and Baltimore Penn Station
and NEC connectivity in the event of interruptions to service on any of the tracks. Four
tracks also provide the ability for conflict-free operation and separation of traffic types
(intercity vs. commuter) which further improves operations, reduces travel time, and
accommodates over-takes of slower trains by faster trains.

Response to Comment 3:

The constraints and requirements used in the evaluation of Alternatives were created to
ensure that the Alternatives that advanced to further study would be both feasible and
reasonable to implement. The continued use of assets such as Baltimore Penn Station and
the Gwynns Falls Bridge ensure that additional funds are not spent rebuilding functional
infrastructure and that communities and the local economy are not disrupted with
unnecessary construction.

As described in Chapter Il of the FEIS, Alternative 2: Reconstruct/Modernize Existing
Tunnel was eliminated from further consideration for specific engineering and operational
reasons. Due to the shallow depth of the existing tunnel, the only viable construction
approach is open excavation along the entire tunnel length. This excavation would have
significant impacts on the community, including:

e Full or partial closure of Wilson Street, Winchester Street, and numerous cross
streets throughout construction;
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e No parking along Wilson Street or Winchester Street during construction;

e  Limitations for residential and commercial access along Wilson Street and
Winchester Street during construction;

e Minor impacts to four parks—Eutaw Place Median Park, Park Avenue Median Park,
Mount Royal Median Park, and Fitzgerald Park;

e Substantial residential property impacts; and

. eSevere impacts to North Avenue, central Light Rail line, and CSX Main Line
operations due to open cut construction through North Avenue, light rail, and CSX
track beds.

Additionally, for construction to advance, at minimum, one track would have to be
removed from service. It would be impossible to provide adequate NEC service using a
single track, particularly as ridership and train frequency increase over time.

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes
resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.
The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Ill in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.
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Response to Comment 1:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

The Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis in Chapter VI of this FEIS describes the
methodology for determining disproportionate impact to minority or economically
disadvantaged communities. EJ populations would experience impacts as a result of the
Project, including property acquisition; impacts to housing, land use/zoning, and
community facilities; changes in visual quality, and noise impacts as described in Chapter
VI. The Project Team has engaged extensively with the community throughout the
development of the Project, detailed in Chapter VIII. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with
community members and organizations and are documented in this FEIS.

Response to Comment 2:

The economic market in Reservoir Hill is subject to many variables and externalities
outside of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or measure the
future economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.

To minimize risk to the public, FRA requires a range of measures, including emergency
response information and safety and security plans. Local first responders receive training
in hazardous materials incidents for specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build
alternatives would be constructed to meet current standards for fire protection.

Response to Comment 3:

Regarding environmental impacts from the ventilation facilities, the emissions associated
with the proposed facilities and the air exiting the portals would not result in adverse
impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO, concentrations were predicted to be
below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard
public health. Because concentrations of NO, were within acceptable levels, all other
criteria pollutant concentrations would be within acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter
VI provides details of the air quality analysis, including ventilation facility air dispersion
modeling.
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The cost of maintaining the systems are factored into the overall life cycle costs of the
Project.

The build alternatives would be designed and constructed in compliance with all current
standards relative to Fire Life and Safety, which includes compliance with the National Fire
Protection Association (NFPA). The ventilation facilities would be an essential Life/Safety
component of the build alternatives, beyond their function of providing emergency
access/egress for the tunnels. The ventilation facilities would include an above-ground
structure housing fans and ancillary equipment, operations and control equipment, fire
protection equipment, and silencers and dampers. In the unlikely event of a fire, smoke
could emerge from the vents, as is the case with any structural fire. The ventilation facilities
and fans are built so that smoke emerging from the tunnel would be projected up and
away from the community. In the very rare event of a tunnel fire, the path from a tunnel
fire to the exhaust louvers is long and circuitous, with many bends that reduce the ability of
particles to travel through the fans and louvers.

Response to Comment 4:

As described in Chapter Il of the FEIS, Alternative 2: Reconstruct/Modernize Existing
Tunnel was eliminated from further consideration for specific engineering and operational
reasons. Due to the shallow depth of the existing tunnel, the only viable construction
approach is open excavation along the entire tunnel length. This excavation would have
significant impacts on the community, including:

e  Full or partial closure of Wilson Street, Winchester Street, and numerous cross
streets throughout construction;

e No parking along Wilson Street or Winchester Street during construction;

e Limitations for residential and commercial access along Wilson Street and
Winchester Street during construction;

e Minor impacts to four parks—Eutaw Place Median Park, Park Avenue Median Park,
Mount Royal Median Park, and Fitzgerald Park;

e Substantial residential property impacts; and

e Severe impacts to North Avenue, central Light Rail line, and CSX Main Line
operations due to open cut construction through North Avenue, light rail, and CSX
track beds.

Additionally, for construction to advance, at minimum, one track would have to be
removed from service. It would be impossible to provide adequate NEC service using a
single track, particularly as ridership and train frequency increase over time.
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DEIS Comment 26:

Response to Comment 1:

As described in Chapter Il of the FEIS, Alternative 2: Reconstruct/Modernize Existing
Tunnel was eliminated from further consideration for specific engineering and operational
reasons. Due to the shallow depth of the existing tunnel, the only viable construction
approach is open excavation along the entire tunnel length. This excavation would have
significant impacts on the community, including:

. Full or partial closure of Wilson Street, Winchester Street, and numerous cross
streets throughout construction;

e No parking along Wilson Street or Winchester Street during construction;

e Limitations for residential and commercial access along Wilson Street and
Winchester Street during construction;

e Minor impacts to four parks—Eutaw Place Median Park, Park Avenue Median Park,
Mount Royal Median Park, and Fitzgerald Park;

e Substantial residential property impacts; and

e Severe impacts to North Avenue, central Light Rail line, and CSX Main Line
operations due to open cut construction through North Avenue, light rail, and CSX

track beds.

Additionally, for construction to advance, at minimum, one track would have to be
removed from service. It would be impossible to provide adequate NEC service using a
single track, particularly as ridership and train frequency increase over time.

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes
resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.
The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Ill in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.
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Response to Comment 1:

As described in Chapter lll of the FEIS, the build alternatives would require three
ventilation facilities in order to meet current safety industry standards (NFPA 130) for
projected NEC FUTURE train demand headway, and to ensure proper ventilation of the
proposed tunnels. The purpose of the ventilation facility is to pull fresh air into the tunnel
and ventilate the tunnel air to the outside. One ventilation facility will be located at the
south portal, and another will be located 300-600 feet from the north portal. A third
ventilation facility would be located at street level, connected to the bored portion of the
tunnels by a vertical shaft and connecting tunnel (plenum), splitting the proposed tunnel
into two unequal lengths. The Intermediate Ventilation Facility would consist of a building,
approximately 100 feet by 200 feet in plan with a maximum height of 60 feet.

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 2:

An Area of Consideration for the Intermediate Ventilation Facility of each build alternative
was identified as part of the preliminary engineering, based on considerations previously
described. As described in Chapter lll, the three overlapping Areas of Consideration
(corresponding with Alternatives 3A, 3B, and 3C) were all located in the Reservoir Hill
neighborhood.

Response to Comment 3:

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning
community impact, noise and vibration impacts, and community health, among others, as
described in Chapter VI. The Project Team has met with community members on two
occasions: May 10 and May 31, 2016, to discuss Project mitigation as described in Chapter
VII. These efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS.

The Project would provide relocation protections to property owners and tenants pursuant
to the Uniform Relocation Act. Payment to those not relocated would be offered in the
event that structural damage to houses or other buildings is determined to have been
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caused by the Project construction activities. The Project Team has studied potential
impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and determined that the estimated
vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses, including those constructed on rubble
foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed at select buildings in the Study Area
which will be documented in written reports and photographs. These buildings would be
selected based on a number of factors, which include: sites where vibration or ground-
borne noise impacts are predicted or sites identified by the community as hyper-sensitive
or otherwise of interest. If a property owner believes structural damage has occurred as a
result of vibration during construction, he or she would be able to file a claim and the
property would be compared to its pre-construction condition. If the structural damage is
determined to have been caused by the Project construction activities, rather than other
factors (such as normal deterioration due to old age) the property owner would be fully
compensated for the cost of repairs.

Response to Comment 4:

While reducing travel time through the B&P Tunnel is one of several goals of the Project, it
is not the reason that the Project was initiated. The existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140
years old and is approaching the end of its useful life with regard to its physical condition.
While the existing tunnel remains safe for rail transportation, it requires substantial
maintenance and repairs, and it does not meet current design standards. The tunnel is
considered to be structurally deficient due to its age, the original design, and wear and
tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and future rail
demands. The Purpose and Need of the Project is further defined in Chapter Il of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 5:

The build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the
Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would
allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional
connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific increase in
freight traffic are planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and operational
flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area without
impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the freight
railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the
near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including government
regulation, as well as market forces of rail transported materials such as coal, which
represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and
ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported that for the
first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent compared
to the same period in 2015. The combination of variables makes it virtually impossible to
accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of freight traffic is further
described in Chapter V.
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Amtrak has statutory and contractual obligations to permit the continued operation of
freight trains. Currently, Norfolk Southern (NS) operates two trains through the existing
B&P Tunnel daily for freight purposes.

Response to Comment 6:

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VIl.

Response to Comment 7:

The economic and housing markets in Reservoir Hill are subject to many variables and
externalities outside of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or
measure the future economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.
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DEIS Comment 28:

Brittany Rolf

From: Edwards, John, V (Planning) «

Sent: Thursday, February 25, 2016 2:53 FM

To: BPTunnel Information

Subject: Comments on the B&P Tunnel DEIS

Attachments: February 25 2016 comments on the DEIS.pdf

Please see the attached letter.

lohn V. Edwards
General Director Passenger Policy
Morfolk Southern Corporation
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Norfolk Southern Corporation John V. Edwards
Three Commercial Place General Director
Norfolk, VA 23510 Passenger Policy

February 25, 2016
Ms. Michelle W. Fishburne, PE
Lo )
Washington, DC 20590
Sent elecironically o infol@bptunnel.com

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for
the Baltimore & Potomac (B&P) Tunnel Project

Diear Ms. Fishbume:

On December 18, 2015 the Federal Railroad Administration, the Maryland Department of Transportation,

Amtrak and the Baltimore City Department of Transportation publicly released the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement & Section 4¢f) Evaluation for the Baltimore & Potomac Tunnel Project (B&P DEIS).
Norfolk Southern (NS) appreciates the opportunity to supplement its July 24, 2014 comments.

Ouwr earlier comments focused on N5's interest and concerns regarding the scope of the B&P DEIS, and
specifically noted the importance of ensuring side and overhead clearances in the proposed tunnel
infrastructure. When dealing with replacing infrastructure that was built in 1873, it almost goes without
saying that what is done now with the B&P Tunnel will affect rail transportation along the east coast of
the United States for decades into the future, It is important to eliminate what in the future could be a
significant chokepoint in this high traffic section of the Northeast freight and passenger rail corridor.

1 The potential for clearing the B&P Tunnel for high and wide loads and the potential to replace or
supplement the US Department of Defense Strategic Rail Corridor Network (STRACNET) route now
utilizing the Howard Street Tunnel should be incorporated into the final environmental impact statement.
Unfortunately, although overhead clearances are specifically dealt with in the B&P DEIS, we do not
believe that side clearances are. In addition, grades should be kept to a minimum to enable fluid freight
movements.

Again, Norfolk Southern appreciates the forum for making comments on the B&P Tunnel DEIS, We

look forward to remaining involved in this process.
T
\a._mm_rﬁi.f—':
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Response to Comment 1:

Consistent with NEC long-range planning needs identified in the NEC FUTURE Program, the
build alternatives propose a total of four tracks which will eliminate a chokepoint and
expand capacity to accommodate future high-frequency, high-speed passenger train
service anticipated on the NEC by 2040.

The build alternative tunnels would have clearances to accommodate double stack
container freight cars, known as AAR Plate H. The operating envelope for Plate H clearance
is generally, 10 feet 8 inches wide by 20 feet 3 inches tall.

The internal diameter of the tunnel is nominally 30 ft with an internal configuration to
accommodate AAR Plate H and Plate K equipment. The existing B&P Tunnel is not on the
current Strategic Rail Corridor Network (STRACNET). Neither the Federal Railroad
Administration nor the Department of Defense (DOD) have identified the need to place the
B&P Tunnel or its replacement on the STRACNET; therefore, the replacement tunnel(s)
have not been designed to accommodate the DOD Clearance Profile for STRACNET. Also,
please note that there are many other restrictions north and south of the proposed tunnel
preventing achieving STRACNET clearances along the length of the NEC. For some of these
restrictions, no feasible solution has yet been identified.
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DEIS Comment 29:
Brittany Rolf
From: Kathryn Epple «
Sent: Thursday, February 25, 2016 11:59 PM
To: BPTunne! Information .
Ce: Gary Messman; George Epple; Bill Lee; Kathryn Epple; "Kylis Winborne'; Laura Amlig; ResPonse to Co.mment 1: i , o
Mark F. West; Remington Stone; Russ Moss; Soledad Salame; Stephen & Rebecca The report provided, A Proposal to Unravel Baltimore’s Tangled Rail Lines, argues for a

N Arthur comprehensive system approach to rail planning in Baltimore and the mid-Atlantic region.
Subject: DEIS COMMENT . . . . R
Atiachrmerites MTA CACAT, CAC proposalpdf It describes a list of projects and the order in which they should be completed. The report

takes into consideration local, state, and regional transportation routes, and recommends
new construction at a number of locations in order to relieve congestion and create

B&P Tunnel Project, . . . P
opportunities for expanding rail service in the future.

In case you have not already received it, | am forwarding this document as an example of a more comprehensive

proposal for Baltimore's rail lines. This proposal was developed as a collaboration between MTA's Citizen’s Advisory B f . . . .
Committee for Accessible Transportation (CACAT) and the Citizen's Advisory Committee (CAC). | understand this is an While recommendations in the report focus on resolvmg Issues at a rEglonal level, they

1 unofficial independent document that is not approved or endorsed by MTA. would not address or resolve the specific needs of the B&P Tunnel; therefore, the
improvements suggested in the report would be beyond the purview of the Project. The
existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is approaching the end of its useful life.
Kathryn Epple It is considered to be structurally deficient due to its age, the original design, and wear and
President, Residents Against the Tunnels tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and future rail
demands. For additional information regarding the purpose and need of the Project, please
see Chapter Il of this FEIS.

I believe this type of comprehensive plan is needed.

To review the September 2015 report in its entirety, please refer to DEIS Comment #11.
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DEIS Comment 30:
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Response to Comment 1:

The build alternatives would impact the Midtown-Edmondson Historic District.
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would require demolition of nine historic
properties, located in the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood. The build alternatives
would also impact the Reservoir Hill Historic District as a result of the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility. The Intermediate Ventilation Facility would be constructed along 900-
940 West North Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), which would constitute a Section
4(f) use resulting from demolition of a contributing resource. Further analysis of historic
properties is found in Chapter VI of this FEIS. Potential mitigation strategies include
historic property documentation, establishment of a historic properties preservation fund,
and interpretive signage. More information on potential Section 4(f) mitigation measures
are available in Chapter VI and Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 2:

The build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the
Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would
allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional
connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific increase in
freight traffic are planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and operational
flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area without
impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the freight
railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the
near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including government
regulation, as well as market forces of rail transported materials such as coal, which
represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and
ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported that for the
first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent compared
to the same period in 2015. The combination of variables makes it virtually impossible to
accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of freight traffic is further
described in Chapter V.

Amtrak has statutory and contractual obligations to permit the continued operation of
freight trains. Currently, Norfolk Southern (NS) operates two trains through the existing
B&P Tunnel daily for freight purposes.

Amtrak design practices require new NEC infrastructure meet current standards, including
Plate H (double stack) clearances. However, the new tunnel could not be used by double
stack freight trains unless certain factors are met. These factors include:

e Substantial improvements, such as extensive additional vertical clearance
improvements north and south of the B&P Tunnel to other NEC infrastructure;
these improvements are not being designed as part of the B&P Project;

e  Federal, state, local and regional support for aforementioned improvements
including funding and policy;
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e Increasing the bridge and catenary clearance on the NEC where double stack/high
dimension trains are to travel;

e  Construction of new or modified Union tunnel to Plate H/K (double stack)
clearances; without a high dimension Union tunnel, double stack freight service
using the B&P Tunnel is not possible;

e NS currently favors the Harrisburg-Perryville route for intermodal service;

e  Freight schedules limited to off peak/night time periods which affects the
scheduling flexibility and transit time for high priority (Intermodal) shipments for

6 which time is absolutely critical; and

e  Construction of track connection/s between the CSX and the NEC if CSX chooses to
use the NEC.

In the short-term, there is no indication of any significant increase in freight movements
through the B&P Tunnel.

Response to Comment 3:

The Project Team has performed an impact analysis for noise following the Federal Transit
Administration’s guidance manual. The number of potential moderate and severe impacts
7 were estimated using noise contour maps and land use information. For the Preferred
Alternative, 296 moderate and 141 severe residential noise impacts above the FTA
Frequent Impact Criterion of 35 dBA are anticipated. Mitigation measures were
investigated for addressing moderate and severe noise impacts from tunnel operations
and include vehicle skirts, undercar absorption, spring frogs, and acquisition of a buffer
zone, among others, which are documented in Chapter VII of this FEIS.

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. These could include
tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment and heavy-duty impulsive
equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed as Peak
Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per second
(ips). TBM vibrations during construction would generally be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and
thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the proposed tunnels. The TBM
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Harm to one of the few diverse communities in Baltimore

Residents value Reservoir Hill for its diversity — as one resident wrote on the Live Baltimore website:

I love my neighborhood of Reservoir Hill because it brings together so many across race, class and
religious lines - plus, one of the city’s greatest gems: Druid Hill Park! In markets where there is
significant property appreciation there is a risk of losing affordable housing units and concerns that
lower income households will get pushed out but not in Reservoir Hill. In a comprehensive study that
was commissioned by HNI in 2006, the Community Law Center found that Reservoir Hill had over 945
income-restricted units. Although the period the units must be maintained as both income and rent
restricted truly varies, the study found that most of the units carry use restrictions that require they be
preserved for at least the next 20-30 years.

If disruptions from construction and concerns about noise and vibration drive out the middle class or
9 upper-income homeowners, the diversity of the community will be lost. Those left behind, mostly will
suffer the most from any of the negative consequences that the B&P Tunnel project may pose,

Harm to one of the first newly built 21* Century Schools
Plans are underway to rebuild John Eager Howard Elementary School located just one full block away

from the proposed site of the tunnels and ventilation shaft. This is one of the first schools to be
renovated under the $1.1 billion investment in schools construction and renovation through the 21st-
Century Schools Buildings planning process, a partnership of the state and city. The investment
represents a once-in-a lifetime opportunity to drive improvement not only for schools in Baltimore City,
but also for their surrounding neighborhoods including Reservoir Hill.

Design development has been completed and construction documents are being developed. The
architects for the new school have not been directed to take into account the impacts of construction or
vibrations from trains in the design of the new school. The schematic design has ball fields, a
playground, basketball courts and community garden space along Brookfield Avenue, Ducatel Street,
and Linden Avenue - the area of the school site closest to the proposed ventilation shaft. To state the
obvious, the school and recreation center will be central meeting places for the community’s youth,

Location of the ventilation shaft / Loss of the Whitelock Community Farm

There are significant concerns about the environmental and related health impacts of train traffic in the
residential areas. This concern is exacerbated by the site and size of the proposed ventilation shaft
directly across the street from the Whitelock Community Farm. The proposed location of the ventilation
tower, at the south side of the intersection of Brookfield Avenue and Whitelock Street, is currently used
10 by the Reservoir Hill neighborhood as an extension of the Whitelock Community Farm.

Whitelock Street, once a neighborhood commercial corridor, suffered years of disinvestment and
became the center of a thriving drug trade drawing negative attention and crime to Reservoir Hill with
easy access on and off major thoroughfares. In recent years, the community has begun to attract new
investment, reclaiming vacant land for positive neighborhood activity. The Whitelock Community Farm
has grown over the past few years, providing fresh produce to the community and a community
gathering place. Recognizing this positive activity, HNI has made a recent commitment to the farm for
capital improvements. It is a meeting place for young and old and families and gardeners.

The location of the ventilation shaft threatens the farm'’s existence and its important role as a
community gathering place and in providing fresh food to Reservoir Hill residents. The ventilation shaft
also threatens other centers of community life including the St. Francis Neighborhood Center, John
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would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration source would likely only be
felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves away from a given location. This
means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a day or two when tunneling is
continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by common activities such as
traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated here would be comparable
to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30 feet away from an
observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

Response to Comment 4:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 5:

NS has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing reasonable requests
for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials. Hazardous/flammable
materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and through the B&P Tunnel
subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations governing the proper
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labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated materials or wastes. The rules are
explained at https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the

11 . . .
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,

chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation s rail transportation system,
including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if

such a package does not contain a hazardous material.
12

FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.

The number of variables involved makes it virtually impossible to accurately forecast
freight usage through the tunnel. Therefore, due to low probability of new freight
customers and the high cost of interconnecting freight lines with the NEC, Amtrak
anticipates that the number of freight trains using the new tunnel will remain unchanged
for the foreseeable future.

Response to Comment 6:

The housing market in Reservoir Hill is subject to many variables and externalities outside
of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or measure the future
economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.
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Response to Comment 7:
For information regarding the impacts to homes in the historic district, please refer back to
the response to Comment 1.

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.

Response to Comment 8:

Construction of the build alternatives would cause major utility relocations that would
extend significant distances outside of the tunnel portal areas. Utility locations would be
identified as the Project advances and relocations would take place to permit the
reconstruction to advance as quickly as possible with minimal inconvenience to those living
adjacent to the work areas.

The Project sponsor will develop and implement a Hazardous Spill Prevention Plan, a
Hazardous Materials Remediation Plan, and an Emergency Management Plan to be
implemented in the event of a tunnel emergency.

Response to Comment 9:
As stated in Comment 3, the impacts of construction noise and vibration will be mitigated.

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning
community impact, noise and vibration impacts, and community health, among others, as
described in Chapter VI. The Project Team has met with community members on two
occasions: May 10 and May 31, 2016, to discuss Project mitigation as described in Chapter
VII. These efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS.
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Response to Comment 10:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield Avenue
sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock Street and
Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce environmental
impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the Whitelock Street
site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that corridor. The
ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the surrounding
area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community character with
noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as described in
Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and individual
community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are documented in
this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 11:

The St. Francis Neighborhood Center, German Park, and the Linden House (also known as
the David Bachrach House) would not be impacted by the Project. The John Eager Howard
Elementary School would be closer to the site of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility
located at 900-940 W North Ave. than it was to the Whitelock Street site; however, other
than a visual change, would not be impacted.

Regarding diesel emissions, when NO; levels are below applicable standards, other
pollutants of concern are also within the appropriate range. As a result, when the Project
Team analyzed predicted emissions from Ventilation Facilities, it focused on evaluating
NO,.

The American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model
(AERMOD) was used to evaluate the potential 1-hour NO, emissions from the Project.
AERMOD is the US Environmental Protection Agency’s preferred and recommended air
dispersion model. For the AERMOD analysis, a “worst case” scenario was analyzed
assuming an average of ten diesel trains per hour operating between the hours of 6:00 am
to 7:00 pm (peak hours of operation). No diesel operations were assumed from 10:00 pm
to 3:00 am and partial operations (i.e., five diesel trains per hour) were assumed for the
remaining time. Air emissions from the diesel train operations were assumed to exit
through the north and south portals and from all three ventilation facilities. The emissions
associated with the proposed portals and ventilation facilities would not result in adverse
impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO, concentrations were predicted to be
below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards threshold levels that were set to
safeguard public health. Air dispersion modeling results are found in Chapter VI.

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
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(NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO, were
within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation facility air dispersion modeling.

Response to Comment 12:

To minimize risk to the public, FRA requires a range of measures, including emergency
response information and safety and security plans. Local first responders receive training
in hazardous materials incidents for specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. The build
alternatives would be designed and constructed in compliance with all current standards
relative to Fire Life and Safety, which includes compliance with the National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA). Emergency access/egress for pedestrians would be accomplished via
emergency exits no farther than 2,500 feet apart or cross-passages between tunnels every
800 feet or less, or in some situations, a combination of both. For the Preferred Alternative,
three locations would be provided for emergency egress to the surface, working with cross-
passages in the tunnels. The emergency egress to ground level would be provided at the
south portal Ventilation Facility, via the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, and at the north
portal Ventilation Facility.

The ventilation facilities would be an essential Life/Safety component of the build
alternatives, beyond their function of providing emergency access/egress for the tunnels.
The ventilation facilities would include an above-ground structure housing fans and
ancillary equipment, operations and control equipment, fire protection equipment, and
silencers and dampers. In the unlikely event of a fire, smoke could emerge from the vents,
as is the case with any structural fire. The ventilation facilities and fans are built so that
smoke emerging from the tunnel would be projected up and away from the community. In
the very rare event of a tunnel fire, the path from a tunnel fire to the exhaust louvers is
long and circuitous, with many bends that reduce the ability of particles to travel through
the fans and louvers.

The Project has been planned mostly underground in order to avoid greater impacts to the
community. Fire in a tunnel is much less damaging to a community than an above-ground
track running through the neighborhood The new B&P Tunnel will be designed to be better
equipped and prepared than the current B&P Tunnel.
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Response to Comment 1:

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using the
FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, and construction vibration levels were
also evaluated using both FTA guidelines and standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. These could include
tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment and heavy-duty impulsive
equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed as Peak
Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per second
(ips). TBM vibrations during construction would generally be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and
thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the proposed tunnels. The TBM
would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration source would likely only be
felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves away from a given location. This
means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a day or two when tunneling is
continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by common activities such as
traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated here would be comparable
to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30 feet away from an
observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

Response to Comment 2:

131



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS

FEIS November 2016

RESPONSES

The Project Team has performed an impact analysis for noise following the Federal Transit
Administration’s guidance manual. The number of potential moderate and severe impacts
were estimated using noise contour maps and land use information. For the Preferred
Alternative, 296 moderate and 141 severe residential noise impacts above the FTA
Frequent Impact Criterion of 35 dBA are anticipated. Mitigation measures were
investigated for addressing moderate and severe noise impacts from tunnel operations
and include vehicle skirts, undercar absorption, spring frogs, and acquisition of a buffer
zone, among others, which are documented in Chapter VII of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 3:

The housing market in Reservoir Hill is subject to many variables and externalities outside
of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or measure the future
economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 4:

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning
community impact, noise and vibration impacts, and community health (among others) as
described in Chapter VI. The Project Team has met with community members on two
occasions: May 10 and May 31, 2016, to discuss Project mitigation as described in Chapter
VII. These efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS.
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Brittany Rolf

From: Kathryn Epple - .

Sent: Thursday, February 25, 2016 11:08 PM

To: BPTunnel Information

Ce: George Epple; Bill Lee; Kathryn Epple; "Kylis Winbome'; Laura Amlie; Mark F. West;
Remington Stone; Russ Moss; Soledad Salame; Stephen & Rebecca Arthur

Subject: DEIS COMMENT

Attachments: 20160224 DEIS Comments Epple.docx

B&P Tunnel project,

Here are my further comments on the DEIS.

Kathryn Epple

President, Residents Against the Tunnels
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Further Testimony regarding the B&P Tunnel Project Draft Environmental Impact Study
Kathy Epple,
President, Residents Against the Tunnels (RATT)
25 February 2016

- lam very concerned because | have not heard testimony from any of the 48 homeowners or
business owners who may be displaced by the B&P Tunnel project. | assume that “displaced”
means the buildings will be torn down, This makes me think that those owners have not
received any notification, are unaware of the possibility, and had no apportunity to comment.

1 The B&P Tunnel project should have notified those property owners by registered mail.

- The construction of four tunnels for double stack freight trains and the capacity to send 388
trains per day through the tunnels represents a potentially very heavy industrial use through a
densely populated residential area.

= lcannot even image why consideration would ever be given to routing any trains at all under a
historic district. These 100-150 year old brick homes are fragile. The B&P Tunnel vibration expert

2 told us at the 2" hearing meeting that these homes could never tolerate a level of vibration that

3 new homes can tolerate {“2 inch movement”). Our hauses shake now when a bus passes by.

- The terrorism risk of having trains travel under a residential area has not been addressed in the
DEIS. Recommend that this study report be submitted to the Department of Homeland Security
for review.

- The DEIS pretends that the B&P Tunnel project is only about passenger travel, and gives a mere
nod to freight. If freight in 2040 were really to consist of anly 2 freight trains per day as stated in
the DEIS, it would be unnecessary to construct 4 tunnels for double stack freight. Given that
Odessa Phillips has used the term “market-driven as determined by Norfolk Southern and CSX”
with respect to freight, no one believes that freight will not increase radically. Given that
transport of fracking oil has increased by 4000% in the past 6 years, we are very worried.

- The impact of freight trains traveling under a residential area has not been given serious
consideration in the DEIS.

- C5X’s use of the tunnels has not been discussed in the DEIS, though given Odessa Phillip's
comments, they will likely be a user of the tunnels.

- Once double stack tunnels are constructed, I've been told by Amtrak experts at BE&P meetings,
that legally there is nothing that can be done to prevent freight trains from traveling through the
tunnels. Please note that it would be a straight shot along the new route to the Norfolk
Southern Bay View and C5X Bayview freight terminals.

- Highly volatile Bakken crude fracking oil (AKA bomb trains) and other hazardous freight should
not be permitted in Baltimore at all. The risk to human life from bomb trains is unspeakable. As
far as | can see, there's nothing in this plan to prevent this. The 5 bomb trains per week that
currently transit Baltimore through the aging Howard Street tunnel line on the C5X tracks should
also be banned.

- We are concerned that this CSX freight traveling though the Howard Street tunnel tracks would
be also rerouted through the new B&P Tunnel double stack tunnels. We believe there is an
unstated goal that the B&P Tunnel project would be a replacement for not only the B&P tunnel
line (Morfolk Southern freight) but also the Howard Street line (CSX freight).

- Do the railroads and oil companies have such wealth and power that they can put Baltimore City
residents at such potentially extreme risk? | certainly hope not. Does Baltimore City have any
control over the safety of its residents?

- In the event of a derailment and resulting explosion of a fracking oil bomb train, it's unlikely that
there would be any time to warn residents. In Lac-Megantic, Canada, a town of 6000 residents,
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Response to Comment 1:

Project design is not yet complete; once preliminary design is complete and the NEPA EIS
process is finalized, the people who would be displaced by the alternative selected for
implementation in the Record of Decision would be notified. The Project Team would
provide relocation protections to property owners and tenants pursuant to the Uniform
Relocation Act. During the process, direct mailings were sent to residents in the Study
Area, which included property owners within one-quarter mile of the Preferred
Alternative, as well as additional property owners within the south portal area that could
potentially be impacted by the Project.

The Preferred Alternative would displace 22 residential buildings in the Midtown-
Edmondson neighborhood, Alternative 3A would displace no residential buildings, and
Alternative 3C would displace 12 residential buildings. Executive Order 12898 requires
federal agencies ensure effective, meaningful involvement of low-income and minority
populations in project planning and development and potentially affected EJ populations
have fair and equal access to information. The Project Team has engaged in extensive
public outreach throughout the development of the Project including three Public Open
Houses, as well as ten community meetings where the public was given the opportunity to
learn about the project development and engage in discussion with the Project Team. In
addition to these meetings, Mitigation Working Groups comprising community
organization representatives and members of the Project Team were established to
determine the most effective mitigation for the Project. Details of this outreach are
described in Chapter VI, as well as Chapter VIII.

Response to Comment 2:

The build alternatives would impact the Midtown-Edmondson Historic District.
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would require demolition of nine historic
properties, located in the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood. The build alternatives
would also impact the Reservoir Hill Historic District as a result of the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility. The Intermediate Ventilation Facility would be constructed along 900-
940 West North Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), which would constitute a Section
4(f) use resulting from demolition of a contributing resource. Further analysis of historic
properties is found in Chapter VI of this FEIS. Potential mitigation strategies include
historic property documentation, establishment of a historic properties preservation fund,
and interpretive signage. More information on potential Section 4(f) mitigation measures
are available in Chapter VI and Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 3:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
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47 people were vaporized in the resulting explosions. The blast was a kilometer across.
Reservoir Hill alone has a similar population of 5600 residents.

- Asensible, comprehensive transportation plan is needed to address maglev, long distance
passenger, commuter, light rail, freight train, and bus transportation. Such a plan should be
carefully staged. The B&P Tunnel project is not that type of plan. It's a stovepipe plan.

- If a maglev line is constructed, it should be routed into downtown Baltimore, possibly to Charles
Center.

- If a maglev were constructed in the future, some passenger travel would be diverted from a new
B&P Tunnel. This would permit an even greater increase in freight transportation. No discussion
of this has been provided in the DEIS.

- Amtrak trains should be routed through improved track and tunnels along the existing B&P

6 Tunnel right-of-way.

- Penn Station is inadequate to handle the projected increase in passenger trains. An alternate or
secondary plan is needed.

- Recommend that MARC trains be joined to a light rail or streetcars that would be routed along
Morth Avenue.

- No diesel trains should be permitted in Baltimore City. MARC should transition to a clean all-

7 electric fleet, or else stay out of Baltimore. Baltimore already has a high pollution rate.
- If diesel trains were prohibited, there would be no need to construct such a gargantuan vent
8 building in the heart of Reservoir Hill. The planned vent building would preclude business
development of this area and kill the current Community Farm.
9 - Freight trains should be routed to port terminals under the Bay and Sparrows Point, which is

already an industrial area. They should be kept out of downtown Baltimore.

- Today most people would acknowledge that it was wrong to build a road over the lones Falls
River. Similarly, it would be wrong to bore 4 double stack freight tunnels under a large swath of
residential Baltimore, putting homeowners at risk.
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include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. These could include
tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment and heavy-duty impulsive
equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed as Peak
Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per second
(ips). TBM vibrations during construction would generally be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and
thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the proposed tunnels. The TBM
would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration source would likely only be
felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves away from a given location. This
means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a day or two when tunneling is
continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by common activities such as
traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated here would be comparable
to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30 feet away from an
observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.
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All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

Coordination with local, state, and national officials will be ongoing throughout the final
design and implementation of the Project. Safety and security of the tunnel will be
carefully considered as the Project advances.

Response to Comment 4:

The build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the
Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would
allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional
connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific increase in
freight traffic are planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and operational
flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area without
impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the freight
railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the
near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including government
regulation, as well as market forces of rail transported materials such as coal, which
represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and
ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported that for the
first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent compared
to the same period in 2015. The combination of these variables makes it virtually
impossible to accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of freight
traffic is further described in Chapter V.

Amtrak has statutory and contractual obligations to permit the continued operation of
freight trains. Currently, Norfolk Southern (NS) operates two trains through the existing
B&P Tunnel daily for freight purposes.

Amtrak design practices require new NEC infrastructure meet current standards, including
Plate H (double stack) clearances. However, the new tunnel could not be used by double
stack freight trains unless certain factors are met. These factors include:

e Substantial improvements, such as extensive additional vertical clearance
improvements north and south of the B&P Tunnel to other NEC infrastructure;
these improvements are not being designed as part of the B&P Project;

e  Federal, state, local and regional support for aforementioned improvements
including funding and policy;

e Increasing the bridge and catenary clearance on the NEC where double stack/high
dimension trains are to travel;

e  Construction of new or modified Union tunnel to Plate H/K (double stack)
clearances; without a high dimension Union tunnel, double stack freight service
using the B&P Tunnel is not possible;
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e NS currently favors the Harrisburg-Perryville route for intermodal service;

e  Freight schedules limited to off peak/night time periods which affects the
scheduling flexibility and transit time for high priority (Intermodal) shipments for
which time is absolutely critical; and

e  Construction of track connection/s between the CSX and the NEC if CSX chooses to
use the NEC.

In the short-term, there is no indication of any significant increase in freight movements
through the B&P Tunnel. As Amtrak is responsible for operating a robust passenger rail
service, the two inner tracks of the four-track tunnel system will be reserved (in all but
emergency conditions) for high-speed passenger train operations, freight services will be
restricted to share the two slower, outer tracks with MARC commuter rail trains. It is
therefore not possible for the tunnel system to be converted to majority—or even
significantly increased—freight operations.

NS has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing reasonable requests
for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials. Hazardous/flammable
materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and through the B&P Tunnel
subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations governing the proper
labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated materials or wastes. The rules are
explained at https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,
chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation s rail transportation system,
including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.

FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.

The number of variables involved makes it virtually impossible to accurately forecast
freight usage through the tunnel. Therefore, due to low probability of new freight
customers and the high cost of interconnecting freight lines with the NEC, Amtrak
anticipates that the number of freight trains using the new tunnel will remain unchanged
for the foreseeable future.
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The Project sponsor will develop and implement a Hazardous Spill Prevention Plan and a
Hazardous Materials Remediation Plan, as well as an Emergency Management Plan, to be
implemented in the event of a tunnel emergency. Tunnel drainage concepts are being
developed to meet MDE and BD standards for discharge into sanitary or stormwater utility
systems. In addition, concepts are being designed to provide protection from diesel fuel
and other hydrocarbon leaks into the tunnel drainage system.

Response to Comment 5:

The Maryland Department of Transportation oversees comprehensive transportation
planning for the State. Prior studies have been performed that evaluate the full network of
rail corridors, especially those in and around the City of Baltimore. The study of the B&P
Tunnel partly resulted from the identification of this Project as a critical component to the
greater rail access plan.

A Maglev train would not utilize existing or planned Amtrak infrastructure. The design of
such a system requires significantly different rights-of-way and infrastructure. The design
criteria for Maglev are extremely restrictive and would only be achievable on new
alignments.

Response to Comment 6:

Regarding the comment that Amtrak trains should be routed through improved track and
tunnels along the existing B&P Tunnel right-of-way, this option was explored with
Alternative 2. As described in Chapter lll of the FEIS, Alternative 2: Reconstruct/Modernize
Existing Tunnel was eliminated from further consideration for specific engineering and
operational reasons. Due to the shallow depth of the existing tunnel, the only viable
construction approach is open excavation along the entire tunnel length. This excavation
would have significant impacts on the community, including:

e  Full or partial closure of Wilson Street, Winchester Street, and numerous cross
streets throughout construction;

e No parking along Wilson Street or Winchester Street during construction;

e Limitations for residential and commercial access along Wilson Street and
Winchester Street during construction;

e Minor impacts to four parks—Eutaw Place Median Park, Park Avenue Median Park,
Mount Royal Median Park, and Fitzgerald Park;

e Substantial residential property impacts; and

e  Severe impacts to North Avenue, central Light Rail line, and CSX Main Line
operations due to open cut construction through North Avenue, light rail, and CSX
track beds.

Additionally, for construction to advance, at minimum, one track would have to be
removed from service. It would be impossible to provide adequate NEC service using a
single track, particularly as ridership and train frequency increase over time.
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Amtrak is in the early planning stages of developing a master plan for the future needs at
Baltimore Penn Station (Amtrak, 2015). The plan will outline a series of incremental and
phased improvements to the station facility and select land assets to guide the station’s
future development. The master plan will build off three studies: The Operations and
Facilities Study, which will assess long-term operational and facility requirements for
Baltimore Penn Station to meet growing capacity demands; the State of Good Repair
Study; and the Commercial Development Study. Early coordination between the Project
Team and Baltimore Penn Station representatives indicated that neither project would
impact the other. Planned high level platforms at Baltimore Penn Station would not have
any material effect on the alternatives considered for the Project.

Response to Comment 7:

Regarding diesel emissions, when NO; levels are below applicable standards, other
pollutants of concern are also within the appropriate range. As a result, when the Project
Team analyzed predicted emissions from Ventilation Facilities, it focused on evaluating
NO,.

The American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model
(AERMOD) was used to evaluate the potential 1-hour NO, emissions from the Project.
AERMOD is the US Environmental Protection Agency’s preferred and recommended air
dispersion model. For the AERMOD analysis, a “worst case” scenario was analyzed
assuming an average of ten diesel trains per hour operating between the hours of 6:00 am
and 7:00 pm (peak hours of operation). No diesel operations were assumed from 10:00 pm
to 3:00 am, and partial operations (i.e., five diesel trains per hour) were assumed for the
remaining time. Air emissions from the diesel train operations were assumed to exit
through the north and south portals and from all three ventilation facilities. The emissions
associated with the proposed portals and ventilation facilities would not result in adverse
impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO2 concentrations were predicted to be
below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards threshold levels that were set to
safeguard public health. Air dispersion modeling results are in Chapter VI.

The type of locomotive traveling through the tunnel is determined by the train service
operator. As per the 2040 projections, of the 388 daily vehicles running through the tunnel,
222 will be electric (Acela, NE Regional, and Metropolitan), and 166 will be diesel (2 freight
and 164 MARC). Please refer to Chapter VI, Section H for additional information.

Response to Comment 8:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
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corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Ventilations plants are necessary for public safety and would still be needed regardless of
the type of energy used by vehicles in the tunnel. As described in Chapter Il of the FEIS,
the build alternatives would require three ventilation plants in order to meet current
safety industry standards (NFPA 130), for projected NEC FUTURE train demand headway,
and to ensure proper ventilation of the proposed tunnels. The purpose of the ventilation
plant is to pull fresh air into the tunnel and ventilate the tunnel air to the outside.

The economic market in Reservoir Hill is subject to many variables and externalities
outside of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or measure the
future economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.

Response to Comment 9:

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes
resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.
The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Ill in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.

As described in this FEIS, the initial range of alternatives was identified based on previous
studies and during the preliminary alternatives development phase of the Project. A total
of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build, Alternative
2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and fourteen new location alternatives. The
14 new location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous studies
(Alternatives 3 through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project
(Alternatives 8 through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to
all of the 16 preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and
Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw

if it did not meet Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at Baltimore
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Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable engineering
issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of alternatives
development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15 and 16 were all
found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Il of the FEIS details the basis of elimination or
retention for each alternative.
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Response to Comment 1:

The Northeast Corridor (NEC) faces serious challenges to meet current and projected travel
demand. Responding to these pressing issues, the FRA initiated the NEC FUTURE
Environmental Impact Statement as a comprehensive planning process for future
investment in the corridor. The NEC FUTURE identified the B&P Tunnel as one of the
segments along the NEC that faces capacity constraints and reliability challenges due to
multiple chokepoints and state-of-good-repair needs.

Consistent with NEC long-range planning needs identified in the NEC FUTURE Program, the
Project proposes a total of four tracks through Baltimore. The increased number of tracks
will eliminate a chokepoint and expand capacity to accommodate future high-frequency,
high-speed passenger train service anticipated on the NEC by 2040. Four tracks provide the
resiliency/redundancy needed to maintain rail traffic between the West Baltimore MARC
Station and Baltimore Penn Station and NEC connectivity in the event of interruptions to
service on any of the tracks. Four tracks also provide the ability for conflict-free operation
and separation of traffic types (intercity vs. commuter) which further improves operations,
reduces travel time, and accommodates over-takes of slower trains by faster trains.

Amtrak design practices require new NEC infrastructure meet current standards, including
Plate H (double stack) clearances. However, the new tunnel could not be used by double
stack freight trains unless certain factors are met. These factors include:

e Substantial improvements, such as extensive additional vertical clearance
improvements north and south of the B&P Tunnel to other NEC infrastructure;
these improvements are not being designed as part of the B&P Project;

e  Federal, state, local and regional support for aforementioned improvements
including funding and policy;

e Increasing the bridge and catenary clearance on the NEC where double stack/high
dimension trains are to travel;

e  Construction of new or modified Union tunnel to Plate H/K (double stack)
clearances; without a high dimension Union tunnel, double stack freight service

using the B&P Tunnel is not possible;
1 e NS currently favors the Harrisburg-Perryville route for intermodal service;

e  Freight schedules limited to off peak/night time periods which affects the
scheduling flexibility and transit time for high priority (Intermodal) shipments for
which time is absolutely critical; and

e Construction of track connection/s between the CSX and the NEC if CSX chooses to
use the NEC.

In the short-term, there is no indication of any significant increase in freight movements
through the B&P Tunnel.
2

The build alternatives will have an average tunnel depth of 115 feet.
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As described in Chapter Ill, Section Il of the FEIS, the build alternatives would require
three ventilation facilities in order to meet current safety industry standards (NFPA 130) for
projected NEC FUTURE train demand headway, and to ensure proper ventilation of the
proposed tunnels. The purpose of the ventilation facility is to pull fresh air into the tunnel
and ventilate the tunnel air to the outside. One ventilation facility will be located at the
south portal, and another will be located 300-600 feet from the north portal. A third
ventilation facility would be located at street level, connected to the bored portion of the
tunnels by a vertical shaft and connecting tunnel (plenum), splitting the proposed tunnel
into two unequal lengths. The Intermediate Ventilation Facility would consist of a building,
approximately 100 feet by 200 feet in plan with a maximum height of 60 feet.

Response to Comment 2:

NS has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing reasonable requests
for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials. Hazardous/flammable
materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and through the B&P Tunnel
subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations governing the proper
labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated materials or wastes. The rules
are explained at https.//www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,
chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation’s rail transportation system,
including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.

To minimize risk to the public, FRA requires a range of measures, including emergency
response information and safety and security plans. Local first responders receive training
in hazardous materials incidents for specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. The build
alternatives would be designed and constructed in compliance with all current standards
relative to Fire Life and Safety, which includes compliance with the National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA). Emergency access/egress for pedestrians would be accomplished via
emergency exits no farther than 2,500 feet apart or cross-passages between tunnels every
800 feet or less, or in some situations, a combination of both. For the Preferred Alternative,
three locations would be provided for emergency egress to the surface, working with cross-
passages in the tunnels. The emergency egress to ground level would be provided at the
south portal Ventilation Facility, via the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, and at the north
portal Ventilation Facility.
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proximity to Druid Hill Park increases the peaceful aspact of life in Reservoir Hill. For many of us, this was
a major factor in deciding to purchase homes in Reserveir Hill.

The existing train tunnel consists of 2 tracks, which service 150 passenger trains and 2 freight trains per
day. Given the 4 proposed new tunnels, there is an opportunity for a radical increase in the number of
trains, We have been told by the BEP tunnel project that trains only need to be 2 minutes apar, so there
could be 2 trains in each tunnel (8 under our neighborhood) at any given time. Due to physical separation
of the tunnels (180°-200" or 1-2 blocks wide), there could be severe impacts to the quality of life
throughout the entire neighborhood. This would be like living aver top of a train yardl

We are deeply concerned about noise and vibration resulting from continuous train traffic under our
homes. We believe this would disturb our lives, affect the quality of our sleep, and result in extrems
stress. We awaken now from noise (vibration, screeching brakes, train whistles) associated with the
current freight traing, which are much further away.

Most of our houses are 2-3 stories with basements; the original proposals cited tunnel depth that were
less than the height of our houses and did net appear to account for basements! We are very concemed
about the impact of inadequate tunnel depth, especially where the tunnels would begin to surface under
Mount Royal Terrace. (Some reports indicate houses with basements could be as little as 10" above the
top of a 32" tunnel ceiling, given a 50" depth from tracks to ground level.) We do not believe that any of the
depths proposed would isolate us from intensive noise and vibration. Furthermore, there are no plans that
we are aware of to stop trains at night to allow residents to sleep

We are also concerned about noise from exhaust ventilation fans in the vent buildings, especially for
hormes in close proximity. In addition, we would be concerned about construction noise associated with
this project.

Mo one wants trains, especially double stack freight traing, running under their homes,
Damage to Homes and Historic Impact

‘Reservoir Hill has some of the best examples of Victorian, falianate and Empire style homes in
Baltimore. The housing stock features a wide vanely of ninateenth century archifecturs, including
arnate Victorian mansions overlooking the Druid Hill Fark, brownstones, and the smaller brick row
houseas that charagtenze much of Ballimaore. Part of Resarvoir Hill is a histaric district listed on the
Wational Register of Historic Placas. Although rastoration efforts have brought new life to porfions
of the area, many houses are in poor conclition.

A section of Reservoir Hill is kriown as Mournt Royal. it is just across North Avenue from Bolton
Hill and close to the Jones Falls. It is generally confains very well preserved homes. A portion of
this has bean daclared the Mount Rayal Terrace hisfaric district by Baltimore City. The Upper
Eutaw Madison neighborhood is also designated as a historic district. It is located on the wastern
side of Reservoir Hill. This neighborhocd includes many grand houses on Eulaw Place and
Madison Avenue, as well three large federal landmark apartment buildings, the Esplanade,
Emersornian, and Temple Gardens, thal are located directly across from Druid Hill Park on
Madlison and Eutaw, Beth Am, considered fo be ane of the cily's most historic synagogques, is
also in this neighborhood. The Emerson (Bromo Seltzer) Mansion is localed on Eutaw Place, and
Chauncey Brooks' mansion Cloverdale was once located in this area. The recently restored
Gertrude Sfein house on Lindan Avenue is alsa an the Nahional Historic Register o

There is great concem that damage to historic homes could occur during tunnel construction and over
time from constant frequent train traffic, especially long freight trains consisting of double stack cars.
There is the risk of damage to foundations; eracking or falling plaster, brick, tile work, fireplaces, and
historic details; damage to personal property; loss of mature trees; and even house collapse. There are
already building damage issues resulting from vibration from city bus traffic
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The ventilation facilities would be an essential Life/Safety component of the build
alternatives, beyond their function of providing emergency access/egress for the tunnels.
The ventilation facilities would include an above-ground structure housing fans and
ancillary equipment, operations and control equipment, fire protection equipment, and
silencers and dampers. In the unlikely event of a fire, smoke could emerge from the vents,
as is the case with any structural fire. The ventilation facilities and fans are built so that
smoke emerging from the tunnel would be projected up and away from the community. In
the very rare event of a tunnel fire, the path from a tunnel fire to the exhaust louvers is
long and circuitous, with many bends that reduce the ability of particles to travel through
the fans and louvers.

The Project has been planned mostly underground in order to avoid greater impacts to the
community. Fire in a tunnel is much less damaging to a community than an above-ground
track running through the neighborhood The new B&P Tunnel will be designed to be better
equipped and prepared than the current B&P Tunnel.

Response to Comment 3:

Regarding diesel emissions, when NO; levels are below applicable standards, other
pollutants of concern are also within the appropriate range. As a result, when the Project
Team analyzed predicted emissions from Ventilation Facilities, it focused on evaluating
NO,.

The American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model
(AERMOD) was used to evaluate the potential 1-hour NO;, emissions from the Project.
AERMOD is the US Environmental Protection Agency’s preferred and recommended air
dispersion model. For the AERMOD analysis, a “worst case” scenario was analyzed
assuming an average of ten diesel trains per hour operating between the hours of 6:00 am
and 7:00 pm (peak hours of operation). No diesel operations were assumed from 10:00 pm
to 3:00 am, and partial operations (i.e., five diesel trains per hour) were assumed for the
remaining time. Air emissions from the diesel train operations were assumed to exit
through the north and south portals and from all three ventilation facilities. The emissions
associated with the proposed portals and ventilation facilities would not result in adverse
impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO2 concentrations were predicted to be
below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards threshold levels that were set to
safeguard public health. Air dispersion modeling results are in Chapter VI.

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality; emissions would fall within all
acceptable federal air quality standards. The maximum 1-hour NO, concentrations were
predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) threshold,
which have been set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO, were
modeled to be within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would
be within NAAQS, as NOx is the most strictly regulated air pollutant generated from diesel
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We are concerned about the possible condemnation and destruction of historic buildings 1) to construct
one or more large vent buildings (100" x 200° x 55°, 5 stories) to exhaust the tunnels, and 2) to permit the
tunnels to surface under Mount Royal Terrace. Furthermare, we believe that a large S-story vent building
would not visually harmonize with the residential appearance of this historic neighborhood.

The Whitelock Street business district, which had become a drug marketplace, was demolished in the
1990s with the promise from Baltimore City of future redevelopment. Placement of the vent tunnel in the
heart of the community on Whitelock Street would seriously inhibit prospects for redevelopment of this
critical area,

We build beltways to keep traffic out of our cities. While we understand the importance of improving
Northeast Corridor passenger rail transportation, we guestion doing so to the detriment of our leng
established and historic residential area.

Infrastructure

Throughout Reservoir Hill, gas lines, water mains, storm drains, and power grid systems are very
outdated, We believe that construction of 4 tunnels under the neighborhood could jeapardize the inteqrity
of city roads and the aging infrastructure.

Political Considerations

Reservoir Hill is part of the larger community that was recently stressed by the Freddie Gray tragedy and
resulting riots. Reservoir Hill is in immediate proximity to Penn Morth and Sandtown-Winchester, and our
neighborhood feeds Douglass High School, where the riots started. The B&P Tunnel Project proposes to
run the 4 tunnels under all of these neighborhoeds. There is a sense in the community that the B&P
Tunnel Project would take advantage of a less politically empowered area to benefit the railroads, oil, and
chemical companies at the expense (and rigk) of the residents of our area, and at a time when the area is
recovering from recent everts.

“Institutional racism in the Unifed States has profound impacts on who lives where, near whal,
and with how much exposurs to risk. This week my arganization, ForestEthics, parfnered with our
ally, Communilies for a Betler Environment, to refease a report in which we analy 2ed who was at
the greatest risk from oil frains in California. The risk in this case is both explosions (there have
been five major derailment explosions in 2015 alone.) as wall as the longer-term health impacts
of diesel fumes and off gassing from these oil trains (they lose 1-3% of volume during transit via
toxic gaseous emission).

The results are stunning -- dark skinned and poarer communities received not just
disproportionate risk, in some cities 100% of the risk from oif frains was bame by lower income
pecple of color...

Transporting millions of gallons of oil ot mile-long trains through our cities, towns, alongside our
water supplies, and through our forests is a kind of insanity. Deoing all of this while saddling dark
skinned and poor communities with mast, or in some cases, all of the risk, is morally repugnant. it
is time to ban oif trains.®

Financial Loss

Over the past few years Reservoir Hill has become an increasingly viable neighborhood. We have seen
many creative young people and families, who have great enthusiasm for living in Baltimore, move into
the neighborhood. Some of this due is to the proximity not only to Druid Hill Park, but also to universities
(MICA, JHU, U of MDy U of Balto.), cultural institutions (BMA, concert halls, theatres), and restaurants and
entertainment (Station Morth, Hamden, and Remington)
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locomotive operation. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis, including
ventilation plant air dispersion modeling.

The Project has assessed the existing air quality conditions for the Project Study Area. Any
changes to air quality would be in accordance with the Clean Air Act and other applicable
air quality regulations. The Project Team has compared emissions from diesel train traffic
through the Study Area with and without a new tunnel. With additional trains made
possible by the new tunnel, the net change in the emissions of VOC, NO,, and PM_s will
occur, but would be below the de-minimis levels that were set to safeguard public health.
The proposed Project would not result in adverse impacts to air quality due to operational
emissions.

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 4:

All of the proposed Project infrastructure will be designed, constructed, and maintained
using proven modern design and safety standards. The Project will be designed in
accordance with applicable regulations, oversight agency guidance, and knowledge of
safety standards to ensure optimal safety.

Response to Comment 5:

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
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We believe that construction of these tunnels could reverse the growth of Resenvoir Hill and result in
financial loss to both home owners and the city. Safety and quality of life issues could result in the
permanent departure of home awners and residents from the neighborhood, threatening this hard-wan
stability and eroding the city's tax base.

In fairmess, the tunnels did not exist when we purchased our homes. Construction of train tunnels under
our houses is likely to result in a substantial loss in real estate value for a large number of homes. We
have been told by B&P Tunnel Project representatives to anticipate a forced loss of mineral rights, with
limited compensation. No compensation for the loss of real estate value has been mentioned. It has been
suggested that the real estate values of our homes may have already been impacted as a result of the
BAP Tunnel study itself.

Ownership, Control, and Responsible Party

It has been stated that, due to the expense, which is estimated at $1B - $3B, it is not currently known who
would ultimately own, control, and be accountable for the tunnel, and consequently be responsible and
liable for property damage or disaster recovery. It has also not been stated what level of federal, state,
and local funding will be applied to the project. These are issues of transparency that should be made
clear.

Goals, Cost, and Benefit

The stated primary goal of this project is to increase train speed and improve the schedule for passenger
trains, Current estimates cite an improvement of less than 30 seconds per train. We question the
relationship of this project to any future plans to construct a Washington to Baltimore to New York maglev
passenger ling. Also, there has been little discussion by the B&P Tunnel Project of plans to increase the
number of freight trains moving through Baltimare, Given that since the start of the project, the plan for 2
tunnels has increased to 4 with the newer goal of accommodating double-stack trains, we believe the real
purpose (or at least a major secondary goal) of this project is to increase rail freight capacity through
Baltimare.” It is questionable whether this would be the aptimal reute for freight since freight trains do not
need to go to Penn Station. The B&P Tunnel would be an expensive project, the justification of which
strains common sense, especially given that the goals of the project seem murky and the funding source
and ownership are unclear. To the extent that government funds are used, the benefits to citizens and
Baltimore City (as opposed to private corporations) should outweigh the cost.

Hazards of Freight

In particular, we strongly object to having unknewn and unlimited quantities of potentially dangerous
freight travel under this densely populated area. It would be wrong to expose our community to nuclear
material, potential explosions, hazardaus chemical spills, diesel pollution, and to create potential
opportunities for terrorists. Based on experience from the 2001 Baltimore train derailment, Megartic Lake,
and other disasters, as well as expert predictions, we believe this represents a very serious and
statistically significant long term risk. Since there is no need to route freight to Penn Station, we request
that, particularly for freight, other alternatives be considered with less potential to endanger human life.

Conclusion

The Reserveir Hill community is strongly opposed to this project as currently preposed for the
reasons stated above. We question whether the current plan represents the best technical
solution to carry passenger and freight transport forward well into the current century. We appeal
to our representatives to stop this proposed construction of train tunnels under Reservoir Hill.
Citations:

1. 2010 Census
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displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 6:

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. These could include
tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment and heavy-duty impulsive
equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed as Peak
Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per second
(ips). TBM vibrations during construction would generally be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and
thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the proposed tunnels. The TBM
would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration source would likely only be
felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves away from a given location. This
means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a day or two when tunneling is
continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by common activities such as
traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated here would be comparable
to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30 feet away from an
observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.
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The Project Team has performed an impact analysis for noise following the Federal Transit
Administration’s guidance manual. The number of potential moderate and severe impacts
were estimated using noise contour maps and land use information. For the Preferred
Alternative, 296 moderate and 141 severe residential noise impacts above the FTA
Frequent Impact Criterion of 35 dBA are anticipated. Mitigation measures were
investigated for addressing moderate and severe noise impacts from tunnel operations
and include vehicle skirts, undercar absorption, spring frogs, and acquisition of a buffer
zone, among others, which are documented in Chapter VII of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 7:
The build alternatives will have an average tunnel depth of 115 feet.

The three ventilation plant facilities would be subject to the operational noise level
standards included in the Noise Regulation of the Health Code of Baltimore City § 9-206
Noise Regulation, 2015. This regulation provides the noise limits for manufacturing,
commercial, and residential zones in Baltimore City— depending on the source of noise and
the types of adjacent land uses. For noise generated within residential zones, there is a
limit of 55 dBA at any point on the property line of the use.

Noise levels in the immediate vicinity of the ventilation plant buildings would be caused by
the continual operation of the ventilation fans within each facility. The horizontal fans
would operate periodically and would generate sound that would propagate through the
louvers at the top of the ventilation facilities. Fans would operate periodically when NO,
levels in the tunnel exceed a set threshold or in emergencies when smoke is present in the
tunnel. NO; levels are likely to be highest when the level of diesel locomotive operations is
highest, or when congestion causes trains to operate slowly or to idle in the tunnel.
However, there is not enough information currently available to determine how many
hours per day, on average, the fans would run and whether or not they would run during
the night.

The Project sponsor will develop and implement a construction noise mitigation plan. The
plan will include to the extent practicable:
e  Location of construction equipment and material staging areas away from
sensitive receptors where possible
e  Temporary noise barriers and advanced construction of permanent barriers to
serve during construction where possible
e  Routing of construction traffic and haul routes along roads in non-noise sensitive
areas.

Response to Comment 8:
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The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted, or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age), the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.

Response to Comment 9:

As noted in Comment 3 above, the preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility is 900-940 West North Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the
Whitelock Street or Brookfield Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional
locations beyond the Whitelock Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community
input and the need to reduce environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more
commercial in nature than the Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend
better with the land use in that corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit
into the aesthetic context of the surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the
potential to affect community character with noise impacts and displacement of
residences and community facilities, as described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are
ongoing with community groups and individual community members to identify potential
mitigation measures, which are documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 10:

Construction of the build alternatives would cause major utility relocations such as that
would extend significant distances outside of the tunnel portal areas. Utility locations
would be identified as the Project advances and relocations would take place to permit the
reconstruction to advance as quickly as possible with minimal inconvenience to those living
adjacent to the work areas.

Response to Comment 11:

Under Executive Order (12898), federal agencies are required to identify and address
disproportionately high and adverse effects of federal projects on the health or
environment of minority and low-income populations to the greatest extent practicable
and permitted by law. The Department of Transportation’s environmental justice initiatives
accomplish this goal by involving the potentially affected public in developing
transportation projects that fit harmoniously within their communities without sacrificing
safety or mobility.
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The B&P Project Team has performed an Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis consistent with
EO 12898 and subsequent USDOT Orders. A critical component of the EO on environmental
justice is public outreach. The Project Team has engaged extensively with the community
throughout the development of the Project, as detailed in Chapter VIII. Meetings were held
with local officials; public, local, and regional organizations; government agencies; and
representatives of affected EJ communities along the evaluated alternative alignment.
Three Public Open Houses, as well as ten community meetings, have been held where the
public was given the opportunity to learn about the project development in-person, ask
questions, and engage in discussions with the Project Team. The Project Team also
attended several local community association meetings with environmental justice
populations to present information on the Project and respond to questions in smaller,
neighborhood-focused settings. Additionally, the Project Team attended meetings at the
request of the following organizations: Residents Against the Tunnel (RATT) on May 24,
2016 at the Beth AM Synagogue; No Boundaries Coalition on June 14, 2016 at St. Peter’s
Clavier Church; and Baltimore City Public Schools on June 16, 2016 at John Eager Howard
Elementary School.

Direct mailings to residents in the Study Area included property owners within one-quarter
mile of the build alternatives, as well as additional properties within the south portal area
that could potentially be impacted by the Project. The Project website continues to post
meeting notices, Project information, and avenues to comment. Publications including
print advertisements, newsletters, and fliers have been distributed at transit hub locations,
educational facilities, libraries, senior homes, shopping centers, laundromats, places of
worship, and other organizations.

The Project Team studied community composition in the areas affected by the build
alternatives. It reviewed data from the American Community Survey 2009-2013 for
minority and low-income populations, the National Center for Educational Statistics,
government-assisted housing programs, historical references, city officials, field visits, and
community meetings. From this information, the Project Team learned that of the 77
Census Block Groups in the Study Area, 72 contain minority race and/or ethnicity
populations of 50 percent or more. Thirty-six Census Block Groups contain 32 percent or
higher low-income households. More information can be found in Chapter V of this FEIS.

Because the build alternatives are located almost entirely within EJ communities within the
Study Area, the effects would be borne primarily by minority and low-income populations.
For the Preferred Alternative, neighborhood and community facility impacts would
primarily occur at the north portal within the Jones Falls area neighborhood, the south
portal within the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood, and the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility location within the Reservoir Hill neighborhood. The Preferred Alternative would
result in 22 residential and 6 commercial property displacements. Four places of worship in
the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood would be displaced. There would be high and
adverse effects to EJ populations from noise, as well as medium and adverse effects to EJ
populations from visual quality due to the placement of a ventilation facility. Alternative 3A
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would displace no residential buildings, and Alternative 3C would displace 12 residential
buildings.

As the Project is advanced to the design phase and if funding is available, the Project
sponsor would carry out mitigation measures and would continue to work with the
community in order to minimize impacts. The vast majority of this Project will be
underground which would reduce the overall impact to the communities. The Project
sponsor will also establish a fund to support community development within affected
communities, as well as a fund for maintenance of and improvement to publicly-owned
parks and recreational facilities within % mile of the Project alignment. The Project will
coordinate with local job training organizations to facilitate targeted job training and
include construction contract goals for workers of social and economic disadvantage. The
Project sponsor will also provide relocation protections to property owners and tenants
pursuant to the Uniform Relocation Act. For more information, please refer to Chapter VII
of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 12:

The economic and housing markets in Reservoir Hill are subject to many variables and
externalities outside of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or
measure the future economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.

When the Project enters the right-of-way phase, an evaluation would be done on each
property to determine if compensation for mineral rights is appropriate. Appropriateness
of compensation would likely be based on location of the property in relation to the
tunnel.

Response to Comment 13:

Amtrak will be the owner and operator of the new Tunnel. Amtrak will coordinate with
local responders, who receive training for a variety of incidents related to specific facilities,
including the B&P Tunnel. The tunnel would be constructed to meet current standards for
fire protection. Additionally, the Project sponsor will develop and implement a Hazardous
Spill Prevention Plan and a Hazardous Materials Remediation Plan, as well as an Emergency
Management Plan to be implemented in the event of a tunnel emergency.

Local, state, and federal officials would be involved in any disaster recovery efforts.
Responsibility for damages would be established at that time.

The Baltimore Metropolitan Council and MDOT amended the Fiscal Year 2011 State
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) list to add federal funds to the 2011-2014
Baltimore Regional Transportation Board’s (BRTB) TIP for the existing B&P Tunnel
Improvement Project (TIP # 92-1101-99). The current state of the Project is funded through
a High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail (HSIPR) grant for preliminary engineering and NEPA
analysis. The BRTB approved funding for the study on May 24, 2011 (Resolution #11-26).
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No funding for Project Construction has been identified to date; federal funding sources
will be made public at the time of award.

Response to Comment 14:

While reducing travel time through the B&P Tunnel is one of several goals of the Project, it
is not the reason that the Project was initiated. The existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140
years old and is approaching the end of its useful life with regard to its physical condition.
While the existing tunnel remains safe for rail transportation, it requires substantial
maintenance and repairs, and it does not meet current design standards. The tunnel is
considered to be structurally deficient due to its age, the original design, and wear and
tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and future rail
demands. The Purpose and Need of the Project is further defined in Chapter Il of this FEIS.

The build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the
Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would
allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional
connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific increase in
freight traffic are planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and operational
flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area without
impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the freight
railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the
near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including government
regulation, as well as market forces of rail transported materials such as coal, which
represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and
ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported that for the
first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent compared
to the same period in 2015. The combination of these variables makes it virtually
impossible to accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of freight
traffic is further described in Chapter V.

Please refer to Comment 1 regarding the change from 2 tracks to 4 tracks and the double-
stack trains.

Response to Comment 15:

Per Chapter V of the FEIS, it is projected that in 2040, 388 trains are expected to use the
tunnel—386 passenger trains with no hazmat cargo, and two freight trains with limited
hazmat cargo (based on current freight volumes projected into the future).
Notwithstanding this likely very low volume of hazardous materials in the tunnel, the new
tunnels would be designed to optimize safety and modern standards. Amtrak and Norfolk
Southern (NS) are anticipated to use existing fleets and newly acquired equipment in the
tunnel. This equipment must meet federal standards for safe operations. In addition, the
tunnel will be equipped with Automatic Train Control (ATC) and Positive Train Control
(PTC) systems, which use computer systems to control the speed of both passenger and
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freight trains within the tunnel. The Project sponsor will develop and implement a
Hazardous Spill Prevention Plan and a Hazardous Materials Remediation Plan, as well as an
Emergency Management Plan, to be implemented in the event of a tunnel emergency.
Tunnel drainage concepts are being developed to meet MDE and BD standards for
discharge into sanitary or stormwater utility systems. In addition, concepts are being
designed to provide protection from diesel fuel and other hydrocarbon leaks into the
tunnel drainage system.

Finally, as Amtrak is responsible for operating a robust passenger rail service, the two inner
tracks of the four-track tunnel system will be reserved (in all but emergency conditions) for
high-speed passenger train operations, and freight services will be restricted to share the
two slower, outer tracks with MARC commuter rail trains. It is therefore not possible for
the tunnel system to accommodate significantly increased freight operations.
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Brittany Rolf

From: Kathryn Epple <

Sent: Thursday, February 25, 2016 11:26 PM

Teo: BPTunnel Inform

Ce: George Epple; Bill Lee; Kathryn Epple; "Kylis Winborne'; Laura Amlie; Mark F. West;
Remington Stone; Russ Moss; Soledad Salame; Stephen & Rebecca Arthur

Subject: DEIS COMMENT

Attachments: Further RATT On-line Petition Comments.pdf

B&P Tunnel project,

Here are additional comments from the on-line petition opposing the B&P Tunnel project.

Kathryn Epple

President, Residents Against the Tunnels
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Response to Comment 1:

A “do nothing” alternative, known in this FEIS as Alternative 1: No-Build, does not meet the
stated Project Purpose and Need. The Project was initiated because the existing B&P
Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is approaching the end of its useful life with regard
to its physical condition. While the existing tunnel remains safe for rail transportation, it
requires substantial maintenance and repairs, and it does not meet current design
standards. The tunnel is considered to be structurally deficient due to its age, the original
design, and wear and tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and unable to meet
current and future rail demands. The Purpose and Need of the Project is further defined in
Chapter Il of this FEIS.

The MTA Citizen Advisory Committee report (DEIS Comment #11) recommends a

comprehensive planning approach for local, state, and regional rail that is beyond the
purview of the B&P Tunnel Project.
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The tunnel and the ventilation plant will have dire consequences on the health of our neighborhood. |
have a 4-month-old baby whose every breath would be contaminated by this project. We invested in
2 this neighborhood because we love the community and see the long-term potential for this area. We
wish the project leaders could share that vision,

Carlos Payes, Baltimore, MD

I am greatly concerned about the current plans to construct a tunnel beneath Reservoir Hill, particularly
the proposed ventilation building to be built at Whitelock and Brookfield. This massive building would

3 destroy the new community park and Whitelock Community Farm and endanger the health of residents
by spewing toxic fumes from hundreds of diesel trains per day. An industrial building of this scale should
not be built in a residential neighborhood, The current proposals are not acceptable and another
solution must be found.

Justin Kuk, Baltimore, MD

I'm appalled that this proposal is even being seriously considered. With all of the investment thatis
taking place in Reservoir Hill today, it's unfathomable that planners could consider a proposal that
would devastate public health, quality of life, property values and plans for future development.
Imagine if Robert Moses had had his way in the West Village! We are facing a similar catastrophe in
Reservoir Hill. There must be another way to solve this problem that doesn't ruin our lives, Prepare for a
messy fight if you don't look harder for it.

Elizabeth Ryan, Baltimore, MD

Iive in Reservoir Hill and believe the proposed tunnel project will be disastrous for our homes and
safety, and does not provide an informed and appropriate plan for improving rail service, In addition,
5 the proposal endangers historical districts and undercuts already stressed Baltimore communities of
diversity and working class and low-income residents.

stephanie Hull, Baltimore, MD

I'm signing because | strongly oppose the construction of a gigantic and hazardous tunnel in the middle
of my residential neighborhood. | have heard that there are many other options that would avoid this

6 tunnel being built in our neighborhood, that BP Tunnel is not considering because of how much it would
cost for them. This is unacceptable. Our community will not allow this to be built.

Sarah Edelsburg, Baltimore, MD
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Response to Comment 2:

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.

Chapter VI of this FEIS specifically reviewed Air Quality, Water, Soil, and Hazardous
Material impacts on Children’s Health. The build alternatives would pose no health or
safety risks that would disproportionately affect children. The build alternatives would
have no significant effects on air quality, as the net change in emissions of NO, VOC, and
PM, s between 2040 No-Build and the 2040 Build scenario would be below de minimis
levels (levels too low to measure or to have meaningful environmental or health impacts).
In accordance with the General Conformity Thresholds, it is unlikely that emissions
associated with the ventilation plants would cause, or substantially contribute to a
violation of NAAQS, established by the USEPA.

Response to Comment 3:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 4:

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.

The economic and housing markets in Reservoir Hill are subject to many variables and
externalities outside of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or
measure the future economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.
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During the study a total of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative
1: No-Build, Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and fourteen new
location alternatives. The 14 new location alternatives included five alternatives based on
previous studies (Alternatives 3 through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by
this Project (Alternatives 8 through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was
applied to all of the 16 preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-
Build and Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with
Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at Baltimore
Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable engineering
issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of alternatives
development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15 and 16 were all
found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Ill of the FEIS details the basis of elimination or
retention for each alternative.

Response to Comment 5:

Rail service improvements are detailed within the FEIS; furthermore, while improving rail
service is a goal of the Project, it is not the sole reason the Project was initiated. The
existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is approaching the end of its useful life
with regard to its physical condition. While the existing tunnel remains safe for rail
transportation, it requires substantial maintenance and repairs, and it does not meet
current design standards. The tunnel is considered to be structurally deficient due to its
age, the original design, and wear and tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and
unable to meet current and future rail demands. The Purpose and Need of the Project is
further defined in Chapter Il of this FEIS.

The build alternatives would impact the Midtown-Edmondson Historic District.
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would require demolition of nine historic
properties, located in the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood. The build alternatives
would also impact the Reservoir Hill Historic District as a result of the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility. The Intermediate Ventilation Facility would be constructed along 900-
940 West North Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), which would constitute a Section
4(f) use resulting from demolition of a contributing resource. Further analysis of historic
properties is found in Chapter VI of this FEIS. Potential mitigation strategies include
historic property documentation, establishment of a historic properties preservation fund,
and interpretive signage. More information on potential Section 4(f) mitigation measures
are available in Chapter VI and Chapter VII.

The Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis in Chapter VI of this FEIS describes the
methodology for determining disproportionate impact to minority or economically
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disadvantaged communities. EJ populations would experience impacts as a result of the
Project, including property acquisition; impacts to housing, land use/zoning, and
community facilities; changes in visual quality, and noise impacts as described in Chapter
VI. The Project Team has engaged extensively with the community throughout the
development of the Project, detailed in Chapter VIII. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with
community members and organizations and are documented in this FEIS.

Response to Comment 6:

As described in this FEIS, the initial range of alternatives was identified based on previous
studies and during the preliminary alternatives development phase of the Project. A total
of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build, Alternative
2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and fourteen new location alternatives. The
14 new location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous studies
(Alternatives 3 through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project
(Alternatives 8 through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to
all of the 16 preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and
Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at Baltimore
Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable engineering
issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of alternatives
development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15 and 16 were all
found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Il of the FEIS details the basis of elimination or
retention for each alternative.
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DEIS Comment 35:

Thank you for your comment. We have reviewed the petition and the signatories.
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DEIS Comment 36:

2/15/2016
Residents Against the Tunnels (RATT)
On-Line Petition

https://www.change.org/p/odessa-phillip-oppose-construction-of-the-b-p-tunnel-project-great-circle-
line

Odessa Phillip: Oppose construction of the B & P Tunnel Project (Great Circle Line)
by Residents Against the Tunnels - 123 supporters

Comments:

1 As a homeowner in Reservair Hill, this will be the beginning of the end of these 100+ year old homes and
the neighborhood as a whole.,
Denise Doldron Oliver, Winter Park, FL

2 I'm signing this petition because this tunnel will ruin the future of Reservoir Hill and destroy the future
of our children, who are the futuresult for this city and the country. Please don't do it.
Robyn Williams, Baltimore, MD

3 I'm against it
Robert Pruden, Baltimore, MD

I believe the tunnels will have a negative impact on the structure of the homes and streets and the city

4 will not take responsibility for it
Atiya lemon, Baltimore, MD
5 | oppose construction of the B & P Tunnell Project in the community at large and the devastation in the
longrun health wise it will have on its people and properties.
Pamela patterson, Baltimore, MD
There are numerous reasons why this is bad, but one which many people are not talking about is race
6 and class. Here are the neighborhoods directly affected by the construction of the tunnels, and the

correspending percentage of the population who are black: Sandtown-Winchester/Harlem Park (97%),
Upton,/Druid Heights (94%), Reservoir Hill (91%), and Bolton Hill (32%, Note: the spatial layout of Bolton
Hill has the train going through the northern portion of the neighborhood, near North Avenue where
minority residence is higher). Minority neighborhoods in inner-city Baltimore have been victimized over
and over again by "urban renewal” projects and transportation construction which disadvantage
residents and pose significant health risks. These communities have comparatively small population
numbers (due to histories of white flight, deindustrialization, etc.) which results in limited political
influence. By routing new trains through these neighborhoods, the quality of life for residents will be
further diminished and the pollution from these trains will contaminate the air. And whao is the B&P
Tunnel asking to bear the brunt of these changes? Largely, low-income black residents. We need to stop
another Flint before it happens, and end the systemic degradation of minority populations for the
benefit of wealthy, white populations and corporations. This is something that can be changed.

There is 3 public hearing Wednesday, February 17 from 5 to 8pm at Carver Vocational-Technical High
School. Please go and speak out on this and encourage others to do so as well.
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Response to Comment 1:

The build alternatives would impact the Midtown-Edmondson Historic District.
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would require demolition of nine historic
properties, located in the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood. The build alternatives
would also impact the Reservoir Hill Historic District as a result of the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility. The Intermediate Ventilation Facility would be constructed along 900-
940 West North Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), which would constitute a Section
4(f) use resulting from demolition of a contributing resource. Further analysis of historic
properties is found in Chapter VI of this FEIS. Potential mitigation strategies include
historic property documentation, establishment of a historic properties preservation fund,
and interpretive signage. More information on potential Section 4(f) mitigation measures
are available in Chapter VI and Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 2:

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 3:
Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment 4:
For information about potential Project impacts on the community, please see Response to
Comment 2.

Response to Comment 5:

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.
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http://www.bptunnel.com/
SAMANTHA HAWKINS, Haletharpe, MD

7 I value Baltimore's historic neighborhoods and quality of life,
Dianne Wheaton, Baltimore, MD

Ilove and value this beautiful neighborhood of ours, and | don't want to see the foundations of our
hundred-plus year old homes destroyed. | worry that this tunnel will alter the value of our home and the
8 homes of our neighbors, create noise and air pollution, and negatively alter the quality of our lives. 1 do
not support the tunnels.,

Barbara Bourland, Baltimore, MD

I live in the historic neighborhood of Mount Royal Terrace and | strongly oppose the tunnel project for
9 obvious reasons. | think it will impact the environment in our neighborhood, possibly damage historic
properties,create noise pollution, and generally lower the quality of life in Reservoir Hill.

Lauren Ross, Baltimore, U.S. Qutlying lslands

I am worried about my neighborhood, its residents and the quality of life we have to look forward to.
We have worked so hard to bring this neighborhood back, and then something like this happens. Itis
10 beyond belief.

Jayj Fisher, Baltimore, MD

This will destroy the gas and water mains under the sidewalks.
11 Eve Golden, Lyndhurst, NJ

I was a resident of the Reservoir Hill ate a of Baltimore for years, and loved it. To damage these historic

homes and build a vent tower next to an elementary school is a dreadful choice. This will irreparably
12 damage the area and cause health problems. Please, come up with a better solution.

keith greene, Ithaca, NY

13 It's not routed under Roland Park or Ruxton
Joseph Bullen, Glen Burnie, MD
NO TUNNEL

14‘ Matthew Papich, Baltimore, MD

I believe it is wrong to expose people to the hazardous materials that these trains will be transporting
15 under densely populated areas.
Sandra Marani, Baltimore, MD

I'm concerned about the safety and well being of the Baltimore residents located above the proposed
16 tunnels
Rima Mamek, Baltimore, MD

I care about the health and well-being of neighborhood residents.

1 Jennie Hirsh, Philadelphia, PA
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Response to Comment 6:

Under Executive Order (12898), federal agencies are required to identify and address
disproportionately high and adverse effects of federal projects on the health or
environment of minority and low-income populations to the greatest extent practicable
and permitted by law. The Department of Transportation’s environmental justice
initiatives accomplish this goal by involving the potentially affected public in developing
transportation projects that fit harmoniously within their communities without sacrificing
safety or mobility.

The B&P Project Team has performed an Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis consistent
with EO 12898 and subsequent USDOT Orders. A critical component of the EO on
environmental justice is public outreach. The Project Team has engaged extensively with
the community throughout the development of the Project, as detailed in Chapter VIII.
Meetings were held with local officials; public, local, and regional organizations;
government agencies; and representatives of affected EJ communities along the evaluated
alternative alignment. Three Public Open Houses, as well as ten community meetings, have
been held where the public was given the opportunity to learn about the project
development in-person, ask questions, and engage in discussions with the Project Team.
The Project Team also attended several local community association meetings with
environmental justice populations to present information on the Project and respond to
questions in smaller, neighborhood-focused settings. Additionally, the Project Team
attended meetings at the request of the following organizations: Residents Against the
Tunnel (RATT) on May 24, 2016 at the Beth AM Synagogue; No Boundaries Coalition on
June 14, 2016 at St. Peter’s Clavier Church; and Baltimore City Public Schools on June 16,
2016 at John Eager Howard Elementary School.

Direct mailings to residents in the Study Area included property owners within one-quarter
mile of the build alternatives, as well as additional properties within the south portal area
that could potentially be impacted by the Project. The Project website continues to post
meeting notices, Project information, and avenues to comment. Publications including
print advertisements, newsletters, and fliers have been distributed at transit hub locations,
educational facilities, libraries, senior homes, shopping centers, laundromats, places of
worship, and other organizations.

The Project Team studied community composition in the areas affected by the build
alternatives. It reviewed data from the American Community Survey 2009-2013 for
minority and low-income populations, the National Center for Educational Statistics,
government-assisted housing programs, historical references, city officials, field visits, and
community meetings. From this information, the Project Team learned that of the 77
Census Block Groups in the Study Area, 72 contain minority race and/or ethnicity
populations of 50 percent or more. Thirty-six Census Block Groups contain 32 percent or
higher low-income households. More information can be found in Chapter V of this FEIS.
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I'm concerned about the safety and well being of the Baltimore communities located above the
proposed tunnels,
Dianne Rohrer, Baltimore, MD

I work in Reservoir Hill with 50+ children who would be affected by having a large vent spewing toxins in
the air. This would greatly hurt the after school programming just across the street.
Torbin Green, Baltimore, MD

This tunnel could severely effect the health and well being of the residents. We already have train and
Metro tunnels, How many heles does it take?
Joyce Scott, Baltimore, MD

This is just so wrong for everyone who lives in this area,
Pam Phillips, Glyndon, MD

| have concerns about the construction phase of these proposed tunnels and what potential damage
could be caused both below and above ground, These projects often don't take into account the impact
on old historical buildings - our homes - nor do they address noise, vibrations, and inconvenience. The
proposed vent or vents also can anly mean venting of questionable air into our front and backyards and
into aur gardens and our open windows. | wish an easier better solution existed because | am not
opposed to better rail service but going under a 100 plus year old community that is only recently
making a strong comeback doesn't seem to be the right answer.

Michael Felner, Baltimare, MD

The severity of potential damaging impacts are not fully known nor have been addressed. The level of
analyses required will not occur until AFTER an alternative has been selected, and a Final Environmental
Impact Statement (FEIS) is approved. There will be no opportunity for community redress of any impacts
revealed...or not...resulting from the selected "locally preferred alternative”, since it will only be fully
engineered during the final design stage. The real concerns expressed by the Residents Against the
Tunnels community opposition group and fellow petitioners are justified for the State of Maryland and
the Federal Railroad Administration to reject any of the current alternatives for approval to move into
the FEIS planning stage - unless all of the alternatives are fully analyzed for mitigation and/for avoidance
of ALL environmental impacts at a 100% engineering level.

lorenzo bryant, baltimore, MD

We have lived on Reservoir Street for more than 30 years now and have never regretted it. However, we
bought the house with a title that has a section disavowing any possible future damage from the tunnel
that was drilled under it in great secrecy in the opening years of WWII. These things have long-term
effects and the survey crew that came out recently was totally unaware of the old tunnel. What other
mysteries will they hit? The vibration from drilling new tunnels will have unknown effects on the fabric
of our fine old houses. What residential neighborhood would want a massive venting tower spewing
unknown fumes into our air? Located right in the middle of the highly successful and transformative
urban farm, ne amount of lipstick is going to dress up that pig. When we lived in Charles Village before
here, we washed our garden veggies in vinegar in hopes of removing the lead spouting from all the
traffic racing down adjacent 33rd Street. Accepting that the existing tunnels cannot be expanded and
that new tunnels must be built, why can't they go under the commercial district of North Avenue,
affecting homeowners less, with the venting tower integrated into a renewed streetscape there? We
need to borrow Barbara Mikulski to protest what is most likely going to be a disaster paralleling what
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Because the build alternatives are located almost entirely within EJ communities within the
Study Area, the effects would be borne primarily by minority and low-income populations.
For the Preferred Alternative, neighborhood and community facility impacts would
primarily occur at the north portal within the Jones Falls area neighborhood, the south
portal within the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood, and the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility location within the Reservoir Hill neighborhood. The Preferred Alternative would
result in 22 residential and 6 commercial property displacements. Four places of worship in
the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood would be displaced. There would be high and
adverse effects to EJ populations from noise, as well as medium and adverse effects to EJ
populations from visual quality due to the placement of a ventilation facility. Alternative 3A
would displace no residential buildings, and Alternative 3C would displace 12 residential
buildings.

As the Project is advanced to the design phase and if funding is available, the Project
sponsor would carry out mitigation measures and would continue to work with the
community in order to minimize impacts. The vast majority of this Project will be
underground which would reduce the overall impact to the communities. The Project
sponsor will also establish a fund to support community development within affected
communities, as well as a fund for maintenance of and improvement to publicly-owned
parks and recreational facilities within % mile of the Project alignment. The Project will
coordinate with local job training organizations to facilitate targeted job training and
include construction contract goals for workers of social and economic disadvantage. The
Project sponsor will also provide relocation protections to property owners and tenants
pursuant to the Uniform Relocation Act. For more information, please refer to Chapter ViI
of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 7:
Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment 8:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.
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almost happened to Fells Point decades ago. Many people have invested their lives in this neighborhood
and itis now on a healthy upswing. The future will surely condemn the planners and politicians who
might force this folly through. It must be stopped, if not to save their reputations in history, in order to
save our homes and beautiful neighborhood,

Larry Schaaf, Baltimaore, MD

The proposed tunnels would run directly under my house. Residents of 21217 area live in a section of
the City that is plagued by the worst deterrents of health and social disparities.Placing these tunnels
here would increase health disparities tremendously. Additionally,

Sandra Haskett, Baltimore, MD

I'm against the tunnel project running through my neighborhood. Run it through "Bolton Hill", That was
a proposed site, What ever reasons those residents didn't want it in their community are the same
reasons that | don't want it in mine. Those 4 proposed tunnels run DIRECTLY.....DIRECTLY under my
house. My well is well over 100 YEARS OLD!!! | don't know what damages can oceur to MY HOME
during construction. | don't need the noise nor the vibration of the construction or the vibrations from
the additional trains that are praposed to use those tunnels. .....and that manstrosity of an air-vent that
is also proposed I'm also opposed! Who needs that eye-sore in their neighborhood; with that additional
naise.........what about the pollution from that exhaust and/or the hazardous vapors from some of the
hazardous materials that the additional freight trains WILL BE CARRYING. How come those projects
aren't being constructed in GUILFORD, ROLAND PARK, MT. WASHINGTON, DULANEY VALLEY!! It's
awfully funny that the area for these proposed tunnels are predominantly BLACK! What about that
tunnel accident that occurred a few years back? Who wants the possibility of that in eccurring in their
neighberhood. Take your tunnel project out in the county somewhere!

Paul Chalmus, Baltimore, MD

I'm signing because 1 am a home ewner in this neighborhood and | value the community.
Lynell Sanderson, Baltimore, MD

I am very concerned with the impact on this residential neighborhood.
Martin Cadogan, Baltimore, MD

I am against running tunnels under Reservoir Hill. There are better options that won't disrupt
neighborhoods.
Helen Beckstrom, Baltimore, MD

I'm signing because, | don't want the tunnels running through my neighborhood as | believe it will be a
health hazard a noise hazard among various other things
Richard Pazornik, Baltimare, MD

I am directly affected as | live in the neighborhood that will feel the most impact. This project along with
the changes the Department of Water and Power are doing to the Reservoir negatively impact a
neighborhood that is getting back on its feet. With the proposed treatment facility on Druid Hill Dr.
between Brookfield and Lakeview and the Vent Plant across the street from Whitelock farms - it will
cause additional residents and potential residents to rethink their choice to live in the neighborhoad.
The Vent plant will negatively impact Whitelock farms just when they have acquired access to that
parcel to farm on it. This amenity serves more than just the immediate neighborhood. | hope that Big
Bro. listens to the people this time.
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The housing market in Reservoir Hill is subject to many variables and externalities outside
of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or measure the future
economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.

The Project Team has performed an impact analysis for noise following the Federal Transit
Administration’s guidance manual. The number of potential moderate and severe impacts
were estimated using noise contour maps and land use information. For the Preferred
Alternative, 296 moderate and 141 severe residential noise impacts above the FTA
Frequent Impact Criterion of 35 dBA are anticipated. Mitigation measures were
investigated for addressing moderate and severe noise impacts from tunnel operations
and include vehicle skirts, undercar absorption, spring frogs, and acquisition of a buffer
zone, among others, which are documented in Chapter VII of this FEIS.

Regarding diesel emissions, when NO; levels are below applicable standards, other
pollutants of concern are also within the appropriate range. As a result, when the Project
Team analyzed predicted emissions from Ventilation Facilities, it focused on evaluating
NO,.

The American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model
(AERMOD) was used to evaluate the potential 1-hour NO, emissions from the Project.
AERMOD is the US Environmental Protection Agency’s preferred and recommended air
dispersion model. For the AERMOD analysis, a “worst case” scenario was analyzed
assuming an average of ten diesel trains per hour operating between the hours of 6:00 am
to 7:00 pm (peak hours of operation). No diesel operations were assumed from 10:00 pm
to 3:00 am and partial operations (i.e., five diesel trains per hour) were assumed for the
remaining time. Air emissions from the diesel train operations were assumed to exit
through the north and south portals and from all three ventilation facilities. The emissions
associated with the proposed portals and ventilation facilities would not result in adverse
impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO, concentrations were predicted to be
below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards threshold levels that were set to
safeguard public health. Air dispersion modeling results are found in Chapter VI.

Response to Comment 9:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
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Ryan Jordan, Baltimore, MD

| do not want a wasted opportunity for actual grow and recovery in my community to be taken by a
MASSIVE building that will just continue to be an eye sore,

This city can never seem to catch a break.

ashe smith, baltimore, MD

This is another offense against a community that had been continually overlooked by the city
administration, which should be protecting its citizens, not getting a source of further struggle,
Katherine Merrill, Brooklyn, NY

| am against the tunnels under Reservoir Hill.
Erin Scott, Joppa, MD

This proposed tunnel runs RIGHT UNDER MY HOUSE! | do not want damage to the integrity and
structure of my historic home. STOP THE TUNNEL.
Lauren Haney Provost, Baltimore, MD

| am against the tunnels under Reservoir Hill,
Christina Green, Baltimore, MD

I love my historic neighborhood. As a realtor when | was looking to buy a hame this was the Best option.
The construction and preservation of the community is unserpassed. | believe the tunnels would ruin
our community.

Vandessa Day, Baltimore, MD

This will ruin our neighborhood and impacts a population that has been disadvantaged for decades.
Katherine Ziombra, Baltimore, MD

| own and reside at 2406 Madison Ave, 21217. | do not support this project as a result of structural
concerns this may present to my home as well as the impact the project will likely have to this historic
neighborhood.

Graham Provost, Baltimore, MD

The houses in this area were built when horse and carriage transportation was the norm. lam a
contractor working in this area the footings were not engineered for this type of constant activity. | have
seen many homes damaged or destroyed with less intrusion than tunneling,

George Waldhauser, Fallston, MD

My friends are being affected.
Lina Vincent, India

I'm signing this petition as a resident of this great neighborhood and as a structural engineer, The
construction of the tunnels will have a negative effect on the property values in a neighberhood thatis
constantly struggling to improve the quality and value of the housing stock. As an engineer, | understand
the potential damage that can come from commencing projects such as this one. Most, if not all of the
homes in Reservoir Hill are over 100 years old and constructed of brick. The vibrations from construction
could cause potential damage to the structural stability of the homes. Also the unknown nature of the
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construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.

For information on environmental impact, please see Response to Comment 2.

The Project Team has performed an impact analysis for noise following the Federal Transit
Administration’s guidance manual. The number of potential moderate and severe impacts
were estimated using noise contour maps and land use information. For the Preferred
Alternative, 296 moderate and 141 severe residential noise impacts above the FTA
Frequent Impact Criterion of 35 dBA are anticipated. Mitigation measures were
investigated for addressing moderate and severe noise impacts from tunnel operations
and include vehicle skirts, undercar absorption, spring frogs, and acquisition of a buffer
zone, among others, which are documented in Chapter VIl of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 10:
Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment 11:

Utility relocations requires effort to remove, handle, and dispose of materials. Since
construction of the build alternatives would cause major utility relocations that would
extend significant distances outside of the tunnel portal areas, utility locations would be
identified as the Project advances and relocations would take place to permit the
reconstruction to advance as quickly as possible with minimal inconvenience to those living
adjacent to the work areas.

Response to Comment 12:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
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chemical traveling through the tunnels causes me great concern. God forbid chemicals leach out into the
subsoils. This could cause great harm to the groundwater supply and could have serious impacts to the
ecosystems in the area.

| do not support the construction of the tunnel under my home.
43‘ Heather Macon, Baltimore, MD

44‘ I'm opposed to creating a tunnel that will carry toxic substances under residential areas.
Christine Neill, Baltimore, MD

| believe this project was conceived incorrectly , many safety questions have not been addressed and
45 ultimately it is a complete irresponsibility to our community health and environment. | oppose
alternative 3A,3B,3C

soledad

soledad salame, Baltimore, MD

46 The proposal to contaminate our community with debris and chemicals from underground tunnels is a
slap in the face to residents of Baltimore!
William Lee, Baltimore, MD

| moved to Reservoir Hill with my young family in 2009 because we were attracted to its diverse

47 community, historic homes, and the efforts the community was undertaking to improve the lives of all
its residents. It disappoints and angers me that these improvements would be endangered so that
Amtrak commuters could shave 3 minutes off their commute and giant corporations can transit their
hazardous materials below our literal and figurative foundations. The fact that the most favored route
just happens to correspond to our more socio-economically depressed neighborhood is not coincidental,
as the project research itself acknowledges. | am certain that great engineering minds are capable of
more creative and humane alternatives to transportation than the proposed routes.

Aimee Hickman, Baltimore, MD

‘We lived on Linden Avenue since 2007, in a previously blighted, abandoned house we lovingly restored
over the course of two years. This will absolutely set back the progress we have made in reservoir hill,
restoring the property values and community vitality over the course of the last ten years. The 5t.
Francis Center is an invaluable resource to in the community - especially the children and families - that
needs to grow, and Whitelock Farm is absolutely vital to bringing desperately needed fresh food to our
neighbors and beyond. This project will be disastrous for the health and safety of our community, not to
mention the impact it will have on surrounding property value. Please hear the voice of the community
and consider alternatives.

Olga Brand, Baltimore, MD

48

This proposal threatens the health, life and property of many people.
49 susan taylor, greenbelt, MD

50 | am signing this because | understand how construction and operation of the tunnel{s) will negatively
impact the residents. These fragile and historic homes will be damaged from the vibration during both
construction and operation of the train tunnel(s). Because this neighborhood has residents that cannot
afford the repair of significant damage to their homes that it will cause blight to the neighborhood
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Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.

Response to Comment 13:
Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment 14:
Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment 15:

NS has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing reasonable requests
for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials. Hazardous/flammable
materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and through the B&P Tunnel
subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations governing the proper
labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated materials or wastes. The rules are
explained at https://www.fra.dot.qov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,
chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation’s rail transportation system,
including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.

FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
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50 already at risk. The number of trains estimated to use the tunnel(s) will cause almost constant low
frequency vibration which will be very destructive to the fragile homes.
Mark Reinhart, Charles Town, WV

This project endangers our safety, structural stability, air quality, and kills the heart of our

51 neighborhood. It is also a dishonest presentation focusing on passenger service and minimizing or
denying the freight aspect.

Laura Amlie, Baltimare, MD

FIRST, we see the proposed project as a clear example of an abuse of social justice.
- The routing of these trains clearly targets poor and minority neighborhoods and avoids more affluent
52 neighborhoads.

SECONDLY, My neighbors and | rely on our homes as a major element of our financial security.
- We believe this project will seriously devalue our properties and take money from all Reservair Hill
residents who have worked long and hard to make our neighborhood a desirable place to live,

THIRDLY, Our homes are directly above the tunnel pathways the average home is 100 vears old. They
are built of soft, low-fire bricks, limestone, sandstone and marble are quite FRAGILE.

- Every resident will verify that our houses all shake every time a truck or buss pass by,

- We fear that we will experience irreversible damage , first from the construction vibration, then from
the long term deterioration from the 338 trains that are estimated to pass under our homes every day?

FOURTH , We need a list of exactly what hazardous, toxic, flammable and explosive materials may be
passing through the tunnels?

- And, given the history of disasters in Baltimore's existing tunnels, with only two frieght trains a day,
how many emergencies are predicted when, by 2040, traffic is increased to 338 trains a day?

FIFTH, If the tunnels are 2 mile long and we multiply those 338 trains running through them daily by
two, this equates to generating a toxic cloud from 776 miles worth of diesel exhaust every day.

- A major portion of this dangerous cloud will be discharged, through the Whitelock street vent.

- The footprint of the gigantic vent building, located in the very heart of our neighborhood will destroy
maost of our much- loved, neighborhood center, park and farm.

- The vent will be like a gigantic, noisy, exhaust pipe that will overshadow & overcloud all Reservair Hill.
- The emissions will compromise air quality , especially for the nearby John Eager Howard Elementary
School, 5t. Francis Neighborhood Center and the historic Gertrude Stein Retreat house

SIXTH, What steps are being taken to ensure that the vent meets all relevant air quality and human
health and safety standards?

and protect us?

We have submitted a more complete printed list of questions, NONE of these questions have been
answered to our satisfaction.

IN SUMMATION, While we fear that the air quality of this vent may physically erode the structures of
our existing homes, we fear even more what the construction of this project will do to our sense of
security, to our physical health, and to the community we have worked so hard to create.

FEIS November 2016

- What constant air quality monitoring signs, and emergency alarm systems will be put in place to inform
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specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.

The number of variables involved makes it virtually impossible to accurately forecast
freight usage through the tunnel. Therefore, due to low probability of new freight
customers and the high cost of interconnecting freight lines with the NEC, Amtrak
anticipates that the number of freight trains using the new tunnel will remain unchanged
for the foreseeable future.

Response to Comment 16:
Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment 17:

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.

Response to Comment 18:
Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment 19:

Chapter VI of this FEIS specifically reviewed Air Quality, Water, Soil, and Hazardous
Material impacts on Children’s Health. The build alternatives would pose no health or
safety risks that would disproportionately affect children. The build alternatives would
have no significant effects on air quality, as the net change in emissions of NO, VOC, and
PM, s between 2040 No-Build and the 2040 Build scenario would be below de minimis
levels (levels too low to measure or to have meaningful environmental or health impacts).
In accordance with the General Conformity Thresholds, it is unlikely that emissions
associated with the ventilation plants would cause, or substantially contribute to a
violation of NAAQS, established by the USEPA.

Response to Comment 20:

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.

Response to Comment 21:
Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment 22:
The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and

| am signing this petition because will be a dangerous detrimental to our community in many ways, photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
53 including safety, health, quality of life and property values. itis another bigoted way of expressing.... include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites

black community's, working class community's lives don't matter! identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property

Russ Moss, baltimore, MD . . . . .

owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,

he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.

- We do not want these tunnels running under our inner city homes?
Mark West, Baltimore, MD

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. These could include
tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment and heavy-duty impulsive
equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed as Peak
Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per second
(ips). TBM vibrations during construction would generally be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and
thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the proposed tunnels. The TBM
would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration source would likely only be
felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves away from a given location. This
means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a day or two when tunneling is
continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by common activities such as
traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated here would be comparable
to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30 feet away from an
observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
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place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

The Project Team has performed an impact analysis for noise following the Federal Transit
Administration’s guidance manual. The number of potential moderate and severe impacts
were estimated using noise contour maps and land use information. For the Preferred
Alternative, 296 moderate and 141 severe residential noise impacts above the FTA
Frequent Impact Criterion of 35 dBA are anticipated. Mitigation measures were
investigated for addressing moderate and severe noise impacts from tunnel operations and
include vehicle skirts, undercar absorption, spring frogs, and acquisition of a buffer zone,
among others, which are documented in Chapter VIl of this FEIS.

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO,
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation plant air dispersion modeling.

Response to Comment 23:
For information regarding potential environmental impacts, please see response to
Comment 2.

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning
community impact, noise and vibration impacts, and community health, among others, as
described in Chapter VI. The Project Team has met with community members on two
occasions: May 10 and May 31, 2016, to discuss Project mitigation as described in Chapter
VII. These efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS.

Please see DEIS Comment #34 for the Residents Against the Tunnel (RATT) official
comment and response.
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The Project has undergone a detailed Alternatives Analysis as part of the Environmental
Impact Statement process. As described in this FEIS, the initial range of alternatives was
identified based on previous studies and during the preliminary alternatives development
phase of the Project. A total of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including
Alternative 1: No-Build, Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and
fourteen new location alternatives. The 14 new location alternatives included five
alternatives based on previous studies (Alternatives 3 through 7), and nine additional
alternatives identified by this Project (Alternatives 8 through 16). The preliminary
alternatives screening process was applied to all of the 16 preliminary alternatives with the
exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P
Tunnel, in accordance with Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Part
1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at Baltimore
Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable engineering
issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of alternatives
development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15 and 16 were all
found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Ill of the FEIS details the basis of elimination or
retention for each alternative.

Response to Comment 24:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO;
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
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acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation plant air dispersion modeling.

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

A total of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified in the B&P Tunnel Project process.
Chapter Il of the FEIS details the basis of elimination or retention for each alternative.

As described in Chapter lll of the FEIS, the the build alternatives would require three
ventilation facilities in order to meet current safety industry standards (NFPA 130) for
projected NEC FUTURE train demand headway, and to ensure proper ventilation of the
proposed tunnels. The purpose of the ventilation facility is to pull fresh air into the tunnel
and ventilate the tunnel air to the outside. One ventilation facility will be located at the
south portal, and another will be located 300-600 feet from the north portal. A third
ventilation facility would be located at street level, connected to the bored portion of the
tunnels by a vertical shaft and connecting tunnel (plenum), splitting the proposed tunnel
into two unequal lengths. The Intermediate Ventilation Facility would consist of a building,
approximately 100 feet by 200 feet in plan with a maximum height of 60 feet.

Response to Comment 25:

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.

For information regarding disparate impact and environmental justice communities, please
see Comment 6.

Response to Comment 26:
No sole source aquifers, active water supply reservoirs, or wells are located near the

Project. The Project will have no impact to potable water.
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The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. Heavy machinery
could include tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment, and heavy-duty
impulsive equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed
as Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per
second (ips) as a unit of measurement. TBM vibrations during construction would
generally be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and thus are not likely to damage buildings near or
above the proposed tunnels. The TBM would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning
the vibration source would likely only be felt for a short duration before the vibration
source moves away from a given location. This means that someone may sense the TBM
vibrations for a day or two when tunneling is continuous. One could describe the
perceived vibrations by common activities such as traffic or construction equipment. The
range of PPVs estimated here would be comparable to the vibration (but not the noise) of
a truck traveling 20 to 30 feet away from an observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take

178



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS

FEIS November 2016

RESPONSES

place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/sec., which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO,
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation plant air dispersion modeling.

For information regarding freight trains and hazardous material, please see Response to
Comment 15.

For information regarding disparate impact and environmental justice communities, please
see Comment 6.

Response to Comment 27:
Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment 28:
Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment 29:
Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment 30:

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.

The Project Team has performed an impact analysis for noise following the Federal Transit
Administration’s guidance manual. The number of potential moderate and severe impacts
were estimated using noise contour maps and land use information. For the Preferred
Alternative, 296 moderate and 141 severe residential noise impacts above the FTA
Frequent Impact Criterion of 35 dBA are anticipated. Mitigation measures were
investigated for addressing moderate and severe noise impacts from tunnel operations and
include vehicle skirts, undercar absorption, spring frogs, and acquisition of a buffer zone,
among others, which are documented in Chapter VII of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 31:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

The housing market in Reservoir Hill is subject to many variables and externalities outside
of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or measure the future
economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.

Response to Comment 32:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
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environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 33:
For information regarding disparate impact and environmental justice communities, please
see Comment 6.

Response to Comment 34:
Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment 35:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.

Response to Comment 36:
Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment 37:
Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment 38:
For information regarding disparate impact and environmental justice communities, please
see Comment 6.

Response to Comment 39:
For information on the impact of vibration on foundations of both historic and modern
homes, please see Response to Comment 35.
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For information regarding impacts to the Historic District, please see Comment 1.

Response to Comment 40:
For information on the impact of vibration on foundations of both historic and modern
homes, please see Response to Comment 35.

Response to Comment 41:
Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment 42:

The housing market in Reservoir Hill is subject to many variables and externalities outside
of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or measure the future
economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.

For information on the impact of vibration on foundations of both historic and modern
homes, please see Response to Comment 4.

For information regarding freight trains and hazardous material, please see Response to
Comment 15.

No sole source aquifers, active water supply reservoirs, or wells are located near the
Project. The Project will have no impact to potable water.

Response to Comment 43:
Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment 44:
For information regarding freight trains and hazardous material, please see Response to
Comment 15.

Response to Comment 45:
For information regarding freight trains, hazardous material, and safety, please see
Response to Comment 15.

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.
For information regarding potential Environmental Impacts, please see Comment 2.
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Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes
resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.
The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Ill in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 46:
For information regarding freight trains and hazardous material, please see Response to
Comment 15.

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.

Response to Comment 47:

Rail service improvements are detailed within the FEIS; furthermore, while improving rail
service is a goal of the Project, it is not the sole reason the Project was initiated. The
existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is approaching the end of its useful life
with regard to its physical condition. While the existing tunnel remains safe for rail
transportation, it requires substantial maintenance and repairs, and it does not meet
current design standards. The tunnel is considered to be structurally deficient due to its
age, the original design, and wear and tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and
unable to meet current and future rail demands. The Purpose and Need of the Project is
further defined in Chapter Il of this FEIS.

For information regarding disparate impact and environmental justice communities, please
see Comment 6.

A total of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified in the B&P Tunnel Project process.
Chapter Il of the FEIS details the basis of elimination or retention for each Alternative.

Response to Comment 48:

The housing market in Reservoir Hill is subject to many variables and externalities outside
of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or measure the future
economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.
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The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.

Response to Comment 49:

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.

For information regarding potential Environmental Impacts, please see Comment 2.

Response to Comment 50:
For information on the impact of vibration on foundations of both historic and modern
homes (as well as planned mitigation for impacts), please see Response to Comment 35.

Response to Comment 51:

To minimize risk to the public, FRA requires a range of measures, including emergency
response information and safety and security plans. Local first responders receive training
in hazardous materials incidents for specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. The build
alternatives would be designed and constructed in compliance with all current standards
relative to Fire Life and Safety, which includes compliance with the National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA).

Regarding diesel emissions, when NO; levels are below applicable standards, other
pollutants of concern are also within the appropriate range. As a result, when the Project
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Team analyzed predicted emissions from Ventilation Facilities, it focused on evaluating
NO,.

The American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model
(AERMOD) was used to evaluate the potential 1-hour NO, emissions from the Project.
AERMOD is the US Environmental Protection Agency’s preferred and recommended air
dispersion model. For the AERMOD analysis, a “worst case” scenario was analyzed
assuming an average of ten diesel trains per hour operating between the hours of 6:00 am
to 7:00 pm (peak hours of operation). No diesel operations were assumed from 10:00 pm
to 3:00 am and partial operations (i.e., five diesel trains per hour) were assumed for the
remaining time. Air emissions from the diesel train operations were assumed to exit
through the north and south portals and from all three ventilation facilities. The emissions
associated with the proposed portals and ventilation facilities would not result in adverse
impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO; concentrations were predicted to be
below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards threshold levels that were set to
safeguard public health. Air dispersion modeling results are found in Chapter VI.

For information regarding potential Environmental Impacts, please see Comment 2.

The build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the
Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would
allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional
connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific increase in
freight traffic are planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and operational
flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area without
impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the freight
railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the
near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including government
regulation, as well as market forces of rail transported materials such as coal, which
represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and
ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported that for the
first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent compared
to the same period in 2015. The combination of these variables makes it virtually
impossible to accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of freight
traffic is further described in Chapter V.

Response to Comment 52:
For information regarding disparate impact and environmental justice communities, please
see Comment 6.

The housing market in Reservoir Hill is subject to many variables and externalities outside
of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or measure the future
economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.
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For information on the impact of vibration on foundations of both historic and modern
homes (as well as planned mitigation for impacts), please see Response to Comment 4.

To minimize risk to the public, FRA requires a range of measures, including emergency
response information and safety and security plans. Local first responders receive training
in hazardous materials incidents for specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. The build
alternatives would be designed and constructed in compliance with all current standards
relative to Fire Life and Safety, which includes compliance with the National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA). Emergency access/egress for pedestrians would be accomplished via
emergency exits no farther than 2,500 feet apart or cross-passages between tunnels every
800 feet or less, or in some situations, a combination of both. For the Preferred
Alternative, three locations would be provided for emergency egress to the surface,
working with cross-passages in the tunnels. The emergency egress to ground level would
be provided at the south portal Ventilation Facility, via the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility, and at the north portal Ventilation Facility.

The ventilation facilities would be an essential Life/Safety component of the build
alternatives, beyond their function of providing emergency access/egress for the tunnels.
The ventilation facilities would include an above-ground structure housing fans and
ancillary equipment, operations and control equipment, fire protection equipment, and
silencers and dampers. In the unlikely event of a fire, smoke could emerge from the vents,
as is the case with any structural fire. The ventilation facilities and fans are built so that
smoke emerging from the tunnel would be projected up and away from the community.-In
the very rare event of a tunnel fire, the path from a tunnel fire to the exhaust louvers is
long and circuitous, with many bends that reduce the ability of particles to travel through
the fans and louvers.

Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including government regulation,
as well as market forces of rail transported materials such as coal, which represents 20-25
percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and ethanol. As an
example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported that for the first five months
of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent compared to the same
period in 2015. The combination of these variables makes it virtually impossible to
accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of freight traffic is further
described in Chapter V.

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
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corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Analysis of ventilation plant emissions included an air dispersion modeling analysis, which
followed the latest US Environmental Protection Agency modeling guidelines for predicting
air quality effects for regulated pollutants. The results of the analysis were compared to
the stringent 1-hour NO;, National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) of 100 parts per
billion (ppb) as opposed to the annual standard of 53 ppb. Emission studies have
demonstrated that if NO, concentrations are maintained within acceptable levels, then
other pollutant concentrations associated with diesel exhaust emissions will also be within
acceptable limits. The maximum predicted 1-hour NO, concentration from the three
ventilation facilities as well as north and south portals was 12.8 ppb. When added to the
NO; background concentration of 51 ppb, the total predicted 1-hour concentration
amounted to 63.8 ppb, which is below the NAAQS of 100 ppb. The maximum predicted 1-
hour NO; concentration of the intermediate ventilation plant is 2.9 ppb and when
combined with NO, background concentration of 51 ppb the total NO, concentration
would be 53.9 ppb, below the NAAQS threshold limits of 100 ppb.

The three ventilation plant facilities would be subject to the operational noise level
standards included in the Noise Regulation of the Health Code of Baltimore City § 9-206
Noise Regulation, 2015. This regulation provides the noise limits for manufacturing,
commercial, and residential zones in Baltimore City— depending on the source of noise and
the types of adjacent land uses. For noise generated within residential zones, there is a
limit of 55 dBA at any point on the property line of the use.

Noise levels in the immediate vicinity of the ventilation plant buildings would be caused by
the continual operation of the ventilation fans within each facility. The horizontal fans
would operate periodically and would generate sound that would propagate through the
louvers at the top of the ventilation facilities. Fans would operate periodically when NO2
levels in the tunnel exceed a set threshold or in emergencies when smoke is present in the
tunnel. NO2 levels are likely to be highest when the level of diesel locomotive operations is
highest, or when congestion causes trains to operate slowly or to idle in the tunnel.
However, there is not enough information currently available to determine how many
hours per day, on average, the fans would run and whether or not they would run during
the night.

The design standard for the ventilation facilities would limit the outdoor noise level, when
the fans are in operation, to Lmax 50 dBA at the facility property lines. 50 dBA is
approximately the noise produced by an indoor air conditioner at a distance of three feet.
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To achieve the required reduction in noise level, cylindrical or rectangular sound
attenuators would be mounted directly to each fan or to the ductwork within the system.
In addition, the building itself would partially shield noise from the interior of the
ventilation plant, which would further reduce noise levels outside of the building. The
Preliminary Engineering Team has stated that the ventilation plant facilities, with
attenuators installed, will emit noise at 45 dBA. This would meet the design standard of
Lmax 50 dBA at the facility property lines (i.e., the noise level generated would be less than
the design standard).

Chapter VI of this FEIS specifically reviewed Air Quality, Water, Soil, and Hazardous
Material impacts on Children’s Health. The build alternatives would pose no health or
safety risks that would disproportionately affect children. The build alternatives would
have no significant effects on air quality, as the net change in emissions of NO, VOC, and
PM, s between 2040 No-Build and the 2040 Build scenario would be below de minimis
levels (levels too low to measure or to have meaningful environmental or health impacts).
In accordance with the General Conformity Thresholds, it is unlikely that emissions
associated with the ventilation plants would cause, or substantially contribute to a
violation of NAAQS, established by the USEPA.

The emissions associated with the proposed portals and ventilation facilities would not
result in adverse impacts to air quality and is not anticipated to create conditions that
would adversely impact the integrity of the structures in the Study Area. The maximum 1-
hour NO2 concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards threshold levels that were set to safeguard public health. Air dispersion
modeling results are found in Chapter VI.

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.

The Project meets air quality standards; therefore, public alerts regarding emissions will
not be required.

Response to Comment 53:

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.
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For information regarding potential Environmental Impacts, please see Comment 2.

The housing market in Reservoir Hill is subject to many variables and externalities outside
of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or measure the future
economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.

For information regarding disparate impact and environmental justice communities, please
see Comment 6.
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DEIS Comment 37: Response to Comment 1:

The build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the
Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would
allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional
connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific increase in
freight traffic are planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and operational
flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area without
impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the freight
railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the
near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including government
regulation, as well as market forces of rail transported materials such as coal, which
represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and
ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported that for the
first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent compared
to the same period in 2015. The combination of variables makes it virtually impossible to
accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of freight traffic is further
described in Chapter V.

NS has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing reasonable requests
for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials. Hazardous/flammable

1 materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and through the B&P Tunnel
subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations governing the proper
labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated materials or wastes. The rules are
explained at https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the Hazardous
Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the movement of
hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum, chemical, and

2 nuclear products, throughout the Nation’s rail transportation system, including
shipments transported to and from international organizations. The Division also has
authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate compliance with a
Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if such a package does not
contain a hazardous material.

To minimize risk to the public, FRA requires a range of measures, including emergency
response information and safety and security plans. Local first responders receive training
in hazardous materials incidents for specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. The build
alternatives would be designed and constructed in compliance with all current standards
relative to Fire Life and Safety, which includes compliance with the National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA). Emergency access/egress for pedestrians would be accomplished via
emergency exits no farther than 2,500 feet apart or cross-passages between tunnels every
800 feet or less, or in some situations, a combination of both. For the Preferred Alternative,
three locations would be provided for emergency egress to the surface, working with cross-

FEIS November 2016 190



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS

FEIS November 2016

RESPONSES

passages in the tunnels. The emergency egress to ground level would be provided at the
south portal Ventilation Facility, via the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, and at the north
portal Ventilation Facility.

The ventilation facilities would be an essential Life/Safety component of the build
alternatives, beyond their function of providing emergency access/egress for the tunnels.
The ventilation facilities would include an above-ground structure housing fans and
ancillary equipment, operations and control equipment, fire protection equipment, and
silencers and dampers. In the unlikely event of a fire, smoke could emerge from the vents,
as is the case with any structural fire. The ventilation facilities and fans are built so that
smoke emerging from the tunnel would be projected up and away from the community. -In
the very rare event of a tunnel fire, the path from a tunnel fire to the exhaust louvers is
long and circuitous, with many bends that reduce the ability of particles to travel through
the fans and louvers.

The Project has been planned mostly underground in order to avoid greater impacts to the
community. Fire in a tunnel is much less damaging to a community than a fire or other
emergency event on an above-ground track running through the neighborhood The new
B&P Tunnel will be designed to be better equipped and prepared than the current B&P
Tunnel.

Response to Comment 2:

Ventilations plants are necessary for public safety and would still be needed regardless of
the type of energy used by vehicles in the tunnel. As described in Chapter Il of the FEIS,
the build alternatives would require three ventilation facilities in order to meet current
safety industry standards (NFPA 130) for projected NEC FUTURE train demand headway,
and to ensure proper ventilation of the proposed tunnels. The purpose of the ventilation
facility is to pull fresh air into the tunnel and ventilate the tunnel air to the outside. One
ventilation facility will be located at the south portal, and another will be located 300-600
feet from the north portal. A third ventilation facility would be located at street level,
connected to the bored portion of the tunnels by a vertical shaft and connecting tunnel
(plenum), splitting the proposed tunnel into two unequal lengths. The Intermediate
Ventilation Facility would consist of a building, approximately 100 feet by 200 feet in plan
with a maximum height of 60 feet.

Please see attached replies from Odessa Phillip for answers to remaining comments found
in this email chain.
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o [s there any oil or hazardous/flammable materials included on these freight trains?
o Will there be {are there currently) restrictions on the type of cargo that is allowed
to be transported through the tunnel?

o Do future forecasts anticipate an increase in fright trains through the tunnel?

+ What is the approximate decibel level of the exhaust fans for the new NYC vents
installed?

o Would it be accurate to assume a similar decibel level for the current system
envisioned?

e Are any alternatives to a central vent stack available or may any "workarounds™ be
engineered, thereby avoiding locating a central vent stack in Reservoir Hill?

e A two mile tunnel is not extremely long, and as [ mentioned in my question last
evening, there are several examples of lengthy tunnels without a central vent
stack. including the Channel Tunnel, several in the EU (which have similar safety

standards to the US), many examples in the Western portion of the United States
and even in the Appalachians.

e As a part of your assumptions you noted that you must engineer the tunnels so that one

of the four tunnels can accommodate two trains simultaneously. Does this assume that
the other three tunnels are closed or otherwise inoperable?

o Would a middle vent stack be necessary if only one train were in the tunnel at a
time? How would this affect train time tables?

o What is the probability of more than two of the four planned tunnels being
inoperable at any one time?

+ Inthe event of an emergency would the ventilation shaft have fire suppression
equipment to prevent burning embers and other hazardous material from escaping into
the surrounding historic neighborhood?

* Would the ventilation system contain any environmental remediation equipment (i.e.
serubbers) that would reduce airborne particulates?

o Will the neighborhood impact statement include an analysis of the effect of the
placement of the ventilation shaft on nearby property values?

o Will the neighborhood impact statement include an estimate on the cost to
residents of the use and enjoyment of the Whitelock corridor as a park and
garden (or future commercial development)?

o As this is currently a study. are you considering the cost of "uncertainty” that this
study is creating for potential investors and homeowners in the neighborhood?

There are over 5,000 people (2010 census) living in the two census tracts that constitute
Reservoir Hill and the proposed location of the ventilation shaft would displace a park and
garden and limit/curtail potential commercial and residential redevelopment along the
Whitelock corridor. The presence of such a ventilation unit in Reservoir Hill is potentially
burdensome. disruptive and damaging the the improving quality of life for its residents and
may curtail individuals and investors from investing in this capital starved community. 1look
forward 1o the answers to the above questions and further conversations and public meetings.
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Thank vou in advance for vour time and attention to these questions.
Eric

Eric K. Hontz

JDALRA

University of Maryland Francis King Carey School of Law
University of Maryland Robert 1. Smith School of Business

Eric K. Hontz

JDABA

University of Maryland Francis King Carey School of Law
University of Marvland Robert H. Smith School of Business
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Response to Comment 1:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted, or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age), the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.

Response to Comment 2:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO,
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation plant air dispersion modeling.
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Response to Comment 1:

As described in this FEIS, the initial range of alternatives was identified based on previous
studies and during the preliminary alternatives development phase of the Project. A total
of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build, Alternative
2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and fourteen new location alternatives. The
new location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous studies (Alternatives
3 through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project (Alternatives 8
through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to all of the 16
preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and Alternative 2:
Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on Environmental
Quiality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at Baltimore
Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable engineering
issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of alternatives
development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15 and 16 were all
found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Il of the FEIS details the basis of elimination or
retention for each alternative.

Response to Comment 2:

While reducing travel time through B&P Tunnel and along the NEC is a goal of the Project,
it is not the sole reason the Project was initiated. The existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140
years old and is approaching the end of its useful life with regard to its physical condition.
While the existing tunnel remains safe for rail transportation, it requires substantial
maintenance and repairs, and it does not meet current design standards. The tunnel is
considered to be structurally deficient due to its age, the original design, and wear and
tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and future rail
demands. The Purpose and Need of the Project is further defined in Chapter Il of this FEIS.
Project goals include reducing travel time through the B&P Tunnel and along the NEC,
accommodating existing and projected travel demand for intercity and commuter
passenger services, eliminating impediments to existing and projected operations along
the NEC, and providing operational reliability, while accounting for the value of the existing
tunnel as an important element of Baltimore’s rail infrastructure.

Response to Comment 3:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
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corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
4 character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 4:

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO;

5 were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
6 including ventilation plant air dispersion modeling.

Response to Comment 5:

7 Ventilation plants would be necessary regardless of whether the Tunnel served passengers
or freight. As described in Chapter Il of the FEIS, the build alternatives would require
three ventilation facilities in order to meet current safety industry standards (NFPA 130)
for projected NEC FUTURE train demand headway, and to ensure proper ventilation of the
proposed tunnels. The purpose of the ventilation facility is to pull fresh air into the tunnel
and ventilate the tunnel air to the outside. One ventilation facility will be located at the
south portal, and another will be located 300-600 feet from the north portal. A third
ventilation facility would be located at street level, connected to the bored portion of the
8 tunnels by a vertical shaft and connecting tunnel (plenum), splitting the proposed tunnel
into two unequal lengths. The Intermediate Ventilation Facility would consist of a building,
approximately 100 feet by 200 feet in plan with a maximum height of 60 feet.

Response to Comment 6:

Regarding diesel emissions, when NO; levels are below applicable standards, other
pollutants of concern are also within the appropriate range. As a result, when the Project
Team analyzed predicted emissions from Ventilation Facilities, it focused on evaluating
NO;.

The American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model
(AERMOD) was used to evaluate the potential 1-hour NO, emissions from the Project.
AERMOD is the US Environmental Protection Agency’s preferred and recommended air
dispersion model. For the AERMOD analysis, a “worst case” scenario was analyzed
assuming an average of ten diesel trains per hour operating between the hours of 6:00 am
and 7:00 pm (peak hours of operation). No diesel operations were assumed from 10:00 pm
to 3:00 am, and partial operations (i.e., five diesel trains per hour) were assumed for the
remaining time. Air emissions from the diesel train operations were assumed to exit
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through the north and south portals and from all three ventilation facilities. The emissions
associated with the proposed portals and ventilation facilities would not result in adverse
impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO2 concentrations were predicted to be
below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards threshold levels that were set to
safeguard public health. Air dispersion modeling results are in Chapter VI.

The housing market in Reservoir Hill is subject to many variables and externalities outside
of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or measure the future
economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.

Response to Comment 7:

The build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the
Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would
allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional
connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific increase in
freight traffic are planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and operational
flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area without
impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the freight
railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the
near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including government
regulation, as well as market forces of rail transported materials such as coal, which
represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and
ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported that for the
first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent compared
to the same period in 2015. The combination of variables makes it virtually impossible to
accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of freight traffic is further
described in Chapter V.

Response to Comment 8:

Please refer to Comment 1 for information regarding the alternatives analysis. An
alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw if it did not utilize existing infrastructure at
Baltimore Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge. The viable alternatives are close to
the existing Tunnel in order to utilize existing infrastructure.

Response to Comment 9:

The Maryland Department of Transportation oversees comprehensive transportation
planning for the State. Prior studies have been performed that evaluate the full network of
rail corridors, especially those in and around the City of Baltimore. The study of the B&P
Tunnel partly resulted from the identification of this Project as a critical component to the
greater rail access plan.
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DEIS Comment 40:

The report provided, A Proposal to Unravel Baltimore’s Tangled Rail Lines, argues for a
comprehensive system approach to rail planning in Baltimore and the mid-Atlantic region.
It describes a list of projects and the order in which they should be completed. The report
takes into consideration local, state, and regional transportation routes, and recommends
new construction at a number of locations in order to relieve congestion and create
opportunities for expanding rail service in the future.

While recommendations in the report focus on resolving issues at a regional level, they
would not address or resolve the specific needs of the B&P Tunnel; therefore, the
improvements suggested in the report would be beyond the purview of the Project. The
existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is approaching the end of its useful life.
It is considered to be structurally deficient due to its age, the original design, and wear and
tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and future rail
demands. For additional information regarding The Purpose and Need for the Project,
please see Chapter Il of this FEIS.

To review the September 2015 report in its entirety, please refer to DEIS Comment #11.

For the responses to comments provided via the attached email dated February 6, 2016,
please see DEIS Comment #39.
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Comments on DEIS of the B&P Tunnel Project

James L. Floyd—6 Feb 16

I go on record that the B&P Tunnel Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement presents a
seriously flawed analysis and as a result | oppose any of the build alternatives outlined in the plan. |
seek to point out a few of the egregious shortcomings of the DEIS, although | believe its fundamental
error is in not considering the problems involved broadly enough.

I am a Registered Professional Engineer in the State of Maryland, currently in retired status. |
have written Environmental Impact Statements, and | recognize many of the tricks of the trade in
abfuscating the salient issues. Drawing the boundaries and choosing the models always lets the paid,
full-time professionals stifle opposition. | expect and fear that power and money will prevail in this case
as well; 1 only hope someone in a position of responsibility will take that responsibility seriously enough
to take another look. A good engineering alternative should make good common sense; the build This text refers to the commenter’s original submission. Please see DEIS Comment #39 for
alternatives in this DEIS do not pass the sniff test. Sometimes good alternatives are not available and the original submission and responses.
choices like the ones outlined here are selected. However, in this case, good alternatives are, indeed,
available, and | hope my criticism turns out to be constructive.

I want to start with a few conclusions of the DEIS which | believe misrepresent the project and
provide an overly optimistic view of the project. | start with project cost. The minimum cost for the
build alternatives is $3.7 billion, That is a lot of money. Most people know projects usually cost much
more that originally estimated, but | leave that issue out for now. That 53.7 billion, or more for other
alternatives, saves approximately 2 minutes per train. That makes no common sense. Even looking
further at the figures in the DEIS, that $3.7 billion saves travel costs of 532.5 million per year. At that
rate, it would take more than 113 years for the savings to cover the initial capital cost. While some
Federal agencies can recommend a project if the benefit-cost ratio is greater than one, the economically
appropriate test is that the benefit-cost ratio be greater than any alternative project for which the
maoney could be spent. That is not the case with this project. If the proponents of this project cannat
find a more beneficial project than these tunnels, | would be glad to walk them around Reservoir Hill and
Sandtown-Winchester to see what those resources could reap in benefits.

I would next like to address the Reservoir Hill ventilation plant and, to a lesser extent, the other
ventilation plants, The tunnel professionals, at one of the public meetings, showed a drawing of a vent
plant designed for another project. It was about the size of one of the Baltimore row houses, and the
perception desired by the engineers was that the Reservoir Hill vent plant would fit right in. However,
the vent plant as described quantitatively could not fitin. It was described as five stories tall and
covering a large city block. The DEIS says, it “would permanently preclude future development at the
proposed site,” First of all, this is not an indirect impact. This block is ane of the very few commercially
zoned blocks in Reservoir Hill, it is where the neighborhood must attract commercial assets if it is to
become more than a place to house poor households, and it is a block on which the City has repeatedly
promised neighbors that desirable commercial establishment would be placed. Permanently precluding
development at this site condemns the neighborhood to a dismal future. Again, | say, not an indirect
impact. Now, without an option for desirable development and with an eyesore larger than anything
near it, there are at least a thousand historic properties with diminished, and perhaps devastated,
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prospects. The entire Cultural Resources section of the DEIS becomes a laughable figment of the
imagination of people who don't live nearby, who don’t seem to know what is going on in the local area,
and don’t seem to care.

Before | leave the subject of the vent plants, | feel compelled to mention the air. Our air in
Baltimore is not great. The DEIS notes the problems. However, the DEIS only alludes to sporadic and
minimal impacts. If there were only minimal impacts, common sense should tell us that we wouldn’t
need a five story ventilation plant. The vent plants have the capability to move large quantities of
noxious pellutants into the ambient air surrounding thousands of men, women, and children whe live
nearby. If the capability is there, it is impossible to conclude other than that the pollutants will be there,
too. Perhaps this is the first place on earth that will be different, but an investment in that much
ventilation equipment makes it hard to believe that it won’t be regularly used.

And the subject of air leads to what may be the ultimate misrepresentation of the DEIS and the
B&P Tunnel Project. Freight trains. The presenters at the public meeting | attended clearly stated that
this was an Amtrak tunnel and that all their work was to improve passenger rail service. At least the
DEIS was a little more forthcoming and mentioned freight trains, although not until near the end of the
Executive Summary. If there were a commitment to using the tunnels for enly passenger service, there
would probably be much less concern. In my experience, passenger trains in this area are propelled by
electricity. There is not much need for extensive ventilation for electric trains. The vent design is clearly
driven by freight traffic. The pollution, noise, and vibration from freight trains are larger concerns to
affected residents than the passenger trains. Passenger trains have local benefits, freight trains have
essentially none. | am appalled that my neighborhood is expected to bear all the costs, of pollution, of
decreased property values, of risk of catastrophic accidents, of other serious impacts, while the benefits
g0 to other regions. | am further appalled that the B&P Tunnel Project has systematically
misrepresented the degree to which these tunnels have been planned as freight routes. One does not
need to look much further than this misrepresentation about freight traffic as a source of local rancor
about the proposed project. | am clearly not the only one appalled by this project and the demeanor of
the proponents. That dismissive demeanor hardly ever shows up in a process where there is a real
search for mutually beneficial outcomes. It is often evident where the proponents are going through
the motions, knowing that power is on their side and they will get their way. | expect that, but | hope
we could find a better way. It is always the hope in speaking truth to power,

There are several other issues which concern me, but | want to save enough time to return to
the fundamental error | referred to above. It is here that | hope my comments provide constructive
criticism. It appears that the initial scope of the project location was far too limited. There was the
existing tunnel, and all the initial alternatives were close to that. Why? Thatis not clear. | believe the
project planners erred in not looking more widely for alternative routes. As a first look, a route that
follows the East Side or the West Side of the Baltimere Beltway would seem to have marked benefits.
We have known since the 1950's that major transportation routes do not belong in the center city; that
is why we built the Beltway in the first place. The same thinking should apply to new rail service, A
route for the Northeast Corridor around the City of Baltimore, perhaps associated with the Beltway but
not ruling out other locations, even distant locations, would seem to make common sense, The existing
tunnels could continue to carry passenger trains to stations in Baltimore, and there are now in the order
of 100 trains per day carrying passengers. That seems to be enough passenger capacity for the
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foreseeable future. There is great demand for passenger service in the city, and that should provide
adequate incentive to maintain the existing tunnels, despite higher maintenance costs. A new rail line,
around the city, would allow for current design standards, higher speeds, and a mix of passenger and
freight service. The new line would be switched to create a parallel to the existing line, whether on the
east or west of the city. The fact that it provided a parallel link would clearly improve operational
flexibility, which should make it desirable to all users of the Mortheast Corridor. Presumably, the new
line would include a new passenger station outside of Baltimore City, and that new site could be
expected to increase passenger ridership. Such a station would be distant enough from current stations,
such as Penn Station, that there would be little diversion of riders from the city. The opportunity to
increase passenger totals could be a boon to Amtrak, and there would be even broader benefits from
enticing those passengers from their cars. Freight service on such a new line should be planned as part
of the project from the beginning. Proper design should optimize the efficiency and effectiveness of
freight traffic, with current design parameters for safety and public welfare. While such a project would
be expensive, there should be significant cost savings from not having to tunnel 150 feet below ground.
Routing freight traffic around the city would be a step toward collocating the costs and benefits of the
project, a step usually seen as important in good governance. Such a new line would be protective of
human, cultural, historical, environmental justice, and economic resources in Baltimore City.

The fact that such positive alternatives abound makes it clear that the planners erred in
proposing the limited choices outlined in the DEIS. As an engineer, | see it as an engineering error,
which astute minds would seek to review and correct. As a citizen, | see it as an error in law and an
improper application of the National Environmental Policy Act, both amoung the many bases for legal
action. As a neighbor, | will work with my fellow residents to seek to correct this error using all means at
our disposal.
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Further Comments on DEIS of the B&P Tunnel Project

James L. Floyd—21 Feb 16

| pravided comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement of the B&P Tunnel Project
at the hearing on 6 Feb 16. | stated my opposition to any of the build alternatives of the DEIS, based on
my analysis that the B&P Tunnel Project had erred in scoping the project too narrowly, amoung other
reasons. | stand by my opposition, only now | believe my analysis requires even more attention from
the B&P Tunnel Project because my testimony aligns closely with other testimony presented that day. |

refer to the report from the MTA Citizens Advisory Committee, and related groups, entitled “A Proposal Response to Comment 1:
to Unravel Baltimore’s Tangled Rail Lines,” dated 10 September 2015. The report provided, A Proposal to Unravel Baltimore’s Tangled Rail Lines, argues for a
comprehensive system approach to rail planning in Baltimore and the mid-Atlantic region.
I'have reviewed the Advisory Committee Proposal, and | believe it provides a well thought out It describes a list of projects and the order in which they should be completed. The report

and cogent analysis. It approaches the level of an engineering design study, and its attention to the takes into consideration local, state, and regional transportation routes, and recommends

new construction at a number of locations in order to relieve congestion and create
opportunities for expanding rail service in the future.

1 complete picture of rail service in the Maryland region makes it superior to the DEIS concocted by the
B&P Tunnel Project. The Advisory Committee Proposal should be seriously considered by the BEP
Tunnel Project, AMTRAK, MARC, the State of Maryland, and anyone connected with rail service on the
Mortheast Corridor. The fact that the information in the Committee’s Proposal did not appear as at least
an alternative for consideration seems to be further evidence of engineering and design error by the
BE.P Tunnel Project. While the date of the Final Draft of the Committee’s Proposal is 10 September
2015, the ideas in earlier drafts would have been available to anyone who was working on railroad
issues in plenty of time to be considered by the B&P Tunnel Project for the DEIS. The fact that these

While recommendations in the report focus on resolving issues at a regional level, they
would not address or resolve the specific needs of the B&P Tunnel; therefore, the
improvements suggested in the report would be beyond the purview of the Project. The
existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is approaching the end of its useful life.

ideas did not appear must be considered an error which must be corrected, with a thorough engineering Itis considered to be structurally deficient due to its age, the original design, and wear and
evaluation, as part of the NEPA process. tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and future rail
demands. For additional information regarding The Purpose and Need for the Project,
The MTA Citizens Advisory Committee Proposal delves into rail issues at a level of detail beyond please see Chapter Il of this FEIS.
my expertise, As a result, | cannot endorse all of the specifics and implications of the Proposal.
However, the fundamental elements of the Proposal are consistent with my earlier comments regarding To review the September 2015 report in its entirety, please refer to DEIS Comment #11.

the DEIS. |continue by highlighting some points from the Proposal which warrant review and inclusion
in the DEIS, and without which the DEIS presents a flawed analysis.

First, the Advisory Committee Proposal is right in calling for a full, system-wide review of and
design for rail service. They note that, “It is necessary to take a full system approach to this problem
and ‘unpack’ the conflicts. By doing things in the correct order, the total construction costs will be
reduced by several billion dollars and the final system performance significantly enhanced....” (p. 2) The
current build alternatives in the DEIS represent a continuation of the project-by-project approach which
has resulted in the rail tangle described in the Advisory Committee Proposal. The Proposal points out
something that is evident to any careful observer of our rail system, that “projects that get done first are
the ones with the greatest political muscle, and not necessarily the projects that make the most
engineering, operational, fiscal, or financial sense.” (p. 2) The build alternatives in the DEIS seem to
represent the worst of the project approach. These alternatives call for building four deep tunnels
under historic and culturally significant neighborhoods, but there are still only two tracks north and
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south of the project proposed by the B&P Tunnel Project. It does not take a great deal of foresight to
see that tunnel proponents, if successful in building these tunnels, will use that fact that the tunnels
have been built to justify, and probably force, the addition of tracks. Other neighborhoods will have to
work to oppose this short-sighted rail design. If they lose, they will face the degradation the B&P Tunnel
Project wants impose on Reserveir Hill and Sandtown-Winchester, If they succeed, the tunnels
proposed in the DEIS will become a repeat of the “Road to Nowhere,” where Route 70 has one
disconnected segment in the city which destroyed a wide swath of neighborhoods for no social benefit.
The failure to adopt a system-wide approach to the need for rail improvements appears to be the
fundamental error of the B&P Tunnel Project DEIS. The fact that the Advisory Committee Proposal
includes such a holistic analysis proves that it can and should be done. Itis likely that the Advisory
Committee has done most of the work on that holistic approach and has provided it to the B&P Tunnel
Project for their use.

Second, the Advisory Committee Proposal appears to have gotten it right, unlike the B&P Tunnel
Praject DEIS, in calling for a separate rail line, with tunnels as needed, to serve the needs for high
volume and high speed freight traffic (p. 4). The Advisory Committee Proposal calls for a rail line passing
through Marley Neck and Sparrows Point; further details are not included in their Proposal. Certainly
the exact alignment would be subject to further engineering scrutiny, but freight rail service clearly
needs to be associated with Baltimore’s harbor. | want to make it clear that | believe that the Port of
Baltimore and the freight rail service which connects the Port to the regional, state, and national
economies are of the highest importance. However, | also believe that it seems imprudent to route all
that freight back through Baltimore city, saving two minutes in new tunnels but otherwise clacking along
over outdated infrastructure which cannot handle the freight flow necessary to keep the Port operating
at optimum efficiency. The idea of a separate route for rail service, not passing through the residential
neighborhoods of Baltimore, was central to my earlier comments on the DEIS; | deemed the idea a
constructive criticism. Now the Advisory Committee Proposal has made that idea an even more
constructive criticism by providing detail regarding route, order of construction, and coordination with
other rail infrastructure needs.

Third, the Advisory Committee Proposal addresses intercity passenger rail service by calling for a
“Tunnel for high speed, intercity rail under Fayette Street with a station at Charles Center Plaza.” The
Proposal provides further details passenger service later in their text. While this goes beyond what |
suggested in my earlier comments, this idea has a great deal of merit, especially as part of the holistic
analysis in the Proposal. While | think it may be possible to make infrastructure exceptions to allow
some AMTRAK trains to access Penn Station, improved service to a Charles Center Plaza station could
well be a better alternative for Baltimere. The city would maintain its place of importance in regional
intercity rail service, Taking an intracity train from Penn Station to the new Charles Center Plaza station
to catch an intercity train would be very feasible. It is exactly analogous to my travels in Florence, Italy
last summer, when | had to take a local train to meet the train to Verona. Wouldn't it be nice to be able
to say Baltimore had a train system that worked like a European city? The important point here is that
the infrastructure required to support efficient and effective intercity rail service needs to be explicit
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befare four billion dollar rail tunnels are designed and built. That is not the case with the B&P Tunnel
Project DEIS, and that is further evidence of error in the DEIS.

Fourth, the Advisory Committee Proposal, as a result of its holistic approach and its unpacking of
conflicts, looks at the rail lines considered in the B&P Tunnel Project DEIS and calls to “rebuild the BEP
and Union Tunnels for MARC access to Penn Station with several new stations along the line.” (p. 4)
The Advisory Committee Proposal continues, “This proposal eliminates the need for ... the Great Circle
Tunnel into Penn Station. Cost saving to the state would be in the billions of dollars.” (p. 12) While the
social, cultural, and environmental justice impacts of the build alternatives in the DEIS probably have
greater impact than the economic ones, it still would not be bad to save a few billion dollars from being
spent erroneously. Again, the fact that beneficial alternatives, not using the Great Circle Route for the
train tunnels, are available provides clear evidence that the B&P Tunnel Project DEIS is fundamentally
and seriously flawed. These other alternatives, in the context of a system-wide analysis, need to be
considered, and if considered objectively, it seems clear that they would be found superior to the build
alternatives in the DEIS. These other alternatives, once studied and evaluated, could be recommended
for further analysis and engineering design.

It is hard to fathom why and how the B&P Tunnel Project did not pursue a system-wide analysis
that would have addressed many of the issues in the Advisory Committee Proposal, in my earlier
comments on the DEIS, and in much of the evidence provided in the Public Hearing process for the DEIS.
Almost all of the evidence provided was in opposition to the DEIS, and it appears that the dissenting
public has been, in part, responding negatively to the myopic process and short-sighted conclusions of
the B&P Tunnel Project, its staff, and presumably, its management. The anly alternative in the current
DEIS which is worthy of recommendation is the “do nothing” alternative. That would allow a
responsible reevaluation, hopefully as part of a holistic analysis, with the potential to arrive atan
alternative which could gain the support of local residents while providing for world class rail service on
the Northeast Corridor. The Advisory Committee Proposal notes that, with their plan, they “ensure
economical, integrated future expansion rather than haphazard, costly, inefficient, and ineffective,
project focused expansion.” (p. 12) That is their objective, that is my objective, and | hope the B&P
Tunnel Project will conclude that they have erred in this regard to date and make it their objective.

James L. Floyd
P.E., Ret. Baltimore, MD 21217
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DEIS Comment 41:
Response to Comment 1:

The existing B&P Tunnel tracks are in Bolton Hill. Options as to where the new B&P Tunnel
should reside are limited. Due to the geography and the shallowness of the area beneath
Bolton Hill, this area was not a feasible option for the proposed Tunnel, whereas the area
underneath Reservoir Hill is deeper and more practicable.

As described in Chapter Il of the FEIS, Alternative 2: Reconstruct/Modernize Existing
Tunnel was eliminated from further consideration for specific engineering and operational
reasons. Due to the shallow depth of the existing tunnel, the only viable construction
approach is open excavation along the entire tunnel length. This excavation would have
significant impacts on the community, including:

. Full or partial closure of Wilson Street, Winchester Street, and numerous cross
streets throughout construction;

e No parking along Wilson Street or Winchester Street during construction;

e Limitations for residential and commercial access along Wilson Street and

1 Winchester Street during construction;
. Minor impacts to four parks—Eutaw Place Median Park, Park Avenue Median Park,
Mount Royal Median Park, and Fitzgerald Park;
2

e Substantial residential property impacts; and

e  Severe impacts to North Avenue, central Light Rail line, and CSX Main Line
operations due to open cut construction through North Avenue, light rail, and CSX
track beds.

Additionally, for construction to advance, at minimum, one track would have to be
removed from service. It would be impossible to provide adequate NEC service using a
single track, particularly as ridership and train frequency increase over time.

As described in this FEIS, the initial range of alternatives was identified based on previous
studies and during the preliminary alternatives development phase of the Project. A total
of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build, Alternative
2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and fourteen new location alternatives. The
14 new location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous studies
(Alternatives 3 through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project
(Alternatives 8 through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to
all of the 16 preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and
Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at Baltimore
Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable engineering
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issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of alternatives
development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15 and 16 were all
found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Il of the FEIS details the basis of elimination or
retention for each alternative.

Response to Comment 2:

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.
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DEIS Comment 42: Response to Comment 1:

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning
community impact, noise and vibration impacts, and community health (among others) as
described in Chapter VI. The Project Team has met with community members on two
occasions: May 10 and May 31, 2016, to discuss Project mitigation as described in Chapter
VII. These efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS.

Response to Comment 2:

As part of the mitigation efforts, the Project sponsor would provide coordination with local
job training organizations to 1) facilitate targeted job training by providing estimates of the
type, number, and timing of jobs expected to be created by project contractors, 2) include
in construction contracts goals for nationally targeted workers of social and economic
disadvantage, and 3) require project contractors to report on a regular basis their progress
in meeting contract goals. The Project sponsor will provide public reporting on job

1 creation. These efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS as described in
Chapter VI.
2 ‘ Response to Comment 3:

All of the proposed Project infrastructure will be designed, constructed, and maintained
using proven modern design and safety standards. The Project will be designed in
accordance with applicable regulations, oversight agency guidance, and knowledge of
safety standards to ensure optimal safety. The build alternatives will have an average
tunnel depth of 115 feet.

The housing market in Reservoir Hill is subject to many variables and externalities outside
of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or measure the future
economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.

Response to Comment 4:
The Project has been planned mostly underground in order to avoid greater impacts to the
community.

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
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displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project Team
is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.
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DEIS Comment 43:
Response to Comment 1:

The Maryland Department of Transportation oversees comprehensive transportation
planning for the State. Prior studies have been performed that evaluate the full network of
rail corridors, especially those in and around the City of Baltimore. The study of the B&P
Tunnel partly resulted from the identification of this Project as a critical component to the
greater rail access plan.

A total of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build,
Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and 14 new location alternatives.
The 14 new location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous studies
(Alternatives 3 through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project
(Alternatives 8 through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to
all of the 16 preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and
Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at
Baltimore Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable
engineering issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of
alternatives development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15, and
16 were all found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Il of the FEIS details the basis of elimination
or retention for each alternative.

As described in Chapter Il of the FEIS, Alternative 2: Reconstruct/Modernize Existing
Tunnel was eliminated from further consideration for specific engineering and operational
reasons. Due to the shallow depth of the existing tunnel, the only viable construction
approach is open excavation along the entire tunnel length. This excavation would have
significant impacts on the community, including:
e  Full or partial closure of Wilson Street, Winchester Street, and numerous cross
streets throughout construction;
e No parking along Wilson Street or Winchester Street during construction;
e Limitations for residential and commercial access along Wilson Street and
Winchester Street during construction;
e Minor impacts to four parks—Eutaw Place Median Park, Park Avenue Median Park,
Mount Royal Median Park, and Fitzgerald Park;
e  Substantial residential property impacts; and
e Severe impacts to North Avenue, central Light Rail line, and CSX Main Line
operations due to open cut construction through North Avenue, light rail, and CSX
track beds.
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Additionally, for construction to advance, at minimum, one track would have to be
removed from service. It would be impossible to provide adequate NEC service using a
single track, particularly as ridership and train frequency increase over time.
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DEIS Comment 44:
e Baltimore & Potomac Tunnel Project
% Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
BePRE:  Comment Form o

Only comments received by 5:00 p.m. on Febnrar:.-i 2016 will be included in the Public Hearings Record
for the Baltimore & Potomac Tunnel Project. -

PLEASE PRINT
Name__denniSe Grten Organization;
Address: _2
City: Balhmore State: M D Zip Code: 2124 {s
1/We wish to submit the following comments on this project: MNP w0 wew Response to Comment 1:
4 [Th . . ] The existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is approaching the end of its useful
1 unne . Tht #rdin system is ot goat ot Kooy p life with regard to its physical condition. While the existing tunnel remains safe for rail

transportation, it requires substantial maintenance and repairs, and it does not meet
current design standards. The tunnel is considered to be structurally deficient due to its
age, the original design, and wear and tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and
unable to meet current and future rail demands. The Purpose and Need of the Project is
further defined in Chapter Il of this FEIS.

Fhe FunmnelsS Ta Eweellent worfl. comd 4 on
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DEIS Comment 45:
Response to Comment 1:

As described in Chapter Il of the FEIS, Alternative 2: Reconstruct/Modernize Existing
Tunnel was eliminated from further consideration for specific engineering and operational
reasons. Due to the shallow depth of the existing tunnel, the only viable construction
approach is open excavation along the entire tunnel length. This excavation would have
significant impacts on the community, including:

. Full or partial closure of Wilson Street, Winchester Street, and numerous cross
streets throughout construction;

e No parking along Wilson Street or Winchester Street during construction;

e Limitations for residential and commercial access along Wilson Street and
Winchester Street during construction;

e Minor impacts to four parks—Eutaw Place Median Park, Park Avenue Median Park,
Mount Royal Median Park, and Fitzgerald Park;

e  Substantial residential property impacts; and

e  Severe impacts to North Avenue, central Light Rail line, and CSX Main Line
operations due to open cut construction through North Avenue, light rail, and CSX
track beds.

Additionally, for construction to advance, at minimum, one track would have to be
removed from service. It would be impossible to provide adequate NEC service using a
single track, particularly as ridership and train frequency increase over time.

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.
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DEIS Comment 46: Response to Comment 1:

The build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the
Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would
allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional
connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific increase in
freight traffic are planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and operational
flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area without
impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the freight
railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the
near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including government
1 regulation, as well as market forces of rail transported materials such as coal, which
represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and
ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported that for the
2 first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent compared
to the same period in 2015. The combination of variables makes it virtually impossible to
accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of freight traffic is further
described in Chapter V.

Amtrak design practices require new NEC infrastructure meet current standards, including
Plate H (double stack) clearances. However, the new tunnel could not be used by double
stack freight trains unless certain factors are met. These factors include:

3 e Substantial improvements, such as extensive additional vertical clearance
improvements north and south of the B&P Tunnel to other NEC infrastructure;
these improvements are not being designed as part of the B&P Project;

e  Federal, state, local and regional support for aforementioned improvements

1 including funding and policy;

e Increasing the bridge and catenary clearance on the NEC where double stack/high
dimension trains are to travel;

e  Construction of new or modified Union tunnel to Plate H/K (double stack)

4 clearances; without a high dimension Union tunnel, double stack freight service
using the B&P Tunnel is not possible;

e NS currently favors the Harrisburg-Perryville route for intermodal service;

e  Freight schedules limited to off peak/night time periods which affects the
scheduling flexibility and transit time for high priority (Intermodal) shipments for
which time is absolutely critical; and

e Construction of track connection/s between the CSX and the NEC if CSX chooses to

5 use the NEC.

In the short-term, there is no indication of any significant increase in freight movements
through the B&P Tunnel.

NS has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing reasonable requests
for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials. Hazardous/flammable
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industrial zombie building right in the heart of it? Dead to the living, but constantly humming,
blecking any sense of view or neighborhood. How do you mitigate the loss of a community that
cannot survive a years long construction assault, and a devaluation of its future?

Mt. Royal Terrace is closest to the South Portal. | dread hearing 300 speeding trains a DAY passing in
and out of tunnels about two blocks away. One plan has the North portal about that far Carver Vo-
Tech school. Think that will be conducive to study?

| just want to beg you: Den’t railroad right aver us = or under us, | should say. And don’t vent-shaft
us, either.

FEIS November 2016

RESPONSES

materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and through the B&P Tunnel
subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations governing the proper
labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated materials or wastes. The rules are
explained at https://www.fra.dot.qov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,

chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation s rail transportation system,
including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.

FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.

The number of variables involved makes it virtually impossible to accurately forecast
freight usage through the tunnel. Therefore, due to low probability of new freight
customers and the high cost of interconnecting freight lines with the NEC, Amtrak
anticipates that the number of freight trains using the new tunnel will remain unchanged
for the foreseeable future.

Response to Comment 2:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
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concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO,
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation plant air dispersion modeling.

Response to Comment 3:

The Project Team has engaged in extensive public outreach throughout the development
of the Project including three Public Open Houses, as well as ten community meetings
where the public was given the opportunity to learn about the project development and
engage in discussion with the Project Team. In addition to these meetings, Mitigation
Working Groups comprising community organization representatives and members of the
Project Team were established to determine the most effective mitigation for the Project.
Details of this outreach are described in Chapter VI, as well as Chapter VIII.

Response to Comment 4:

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using
analysis procedures from the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment.
Construction vibration levels were also evaluated using both FTA guidelines and standard
industry practices for evaluating vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel
excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. These could include
tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment and heavy-duty impulsive
equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed as Peak
Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per second
(ips). TBM vibrations during construction would generally be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and
thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the proposed tunnels. The TBM
would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration source would likely only be
felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves away from a given location. This
means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a day or two when tunneling is
continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by common activities such as
traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated here would be comparable
to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30 feet away from an
observer.
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Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

Response to Comment 5:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted, or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age), the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning
community impact, noise and vibration impacts, and community health (among others) as
described in Chapter VI. The Project Team has met with community members on two
occasions: May 10 and May 31, 2016, to discuss Project mitigation as described in Chapter
VII. These efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS.

Response to Comment 6:

The Project Team has performed an impact analysis for noise following the Federal Transit
Administration’s guidance manual. The number of potential moderate and severe impacts
were estimated using noise contour maps and land use information. For the Preferred
Alternative, 296 moderate and 141 severe residential noise impacts above the FTA
Frequent Impact Criterion of 35 dBA are anticipated. Mitigation measures were
investigated for addressing moderate and severe noise impacts from tunnel operations
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and include vehicle skirts, undercar absorption, spring frogs, and acquisition of a buffer
zone, among others, which are documented in Chapter VIl of this FEIS.

The three ventilation plant facilities would be subject to the operational noise level
standards included in the Noise Regulation of the Health Code of Baltimore City § 9-206
Noise Regulation, 2015. This regulation provides the noise limits for manufacturing,
commercial, and residential zones in Baltimore City— depending on the source of noise and
the types of adjacent land uses. For noise generated within residential zones, there is a
limit of 55 dBA at any point on the property line of the use.

Noise levels in the immediate vicinity of the ventilation plant buildings would be caused by
the continual operation of the ventilation fans within each facility. The horizontal fans
would operate periodically and would generate sound that would propagate through the
louvers at the top of the ventilation facilities. Fans would operate periodically when NO,
levels in the tunnel exceed a set threshold or in emergencies when smoke is present in the
tunnel. NO; levels are likely to be highest when the level of diesel locomotive operations is
highest, or when congestion causes trains to operate slowly or to idle in the tunnel.
However, there is not enough information currently available to determine how many
hours per day, on average, the fans would run and whether or not they would run during
the night.

The design standard for the ventilation facilities would limit the outdoor noise level, when
the fans are in operation, to Lmax 50 dBA at the facility property lines. 50 dBA is
approximately the noise produced by an indoor air conditioner at a distance of three feet.

To achieve the required reduction in noise level, cylindrical or rectangular sound
attenuators would be mounted directly to each fan or to the ductwork within the system.
In addition, the building itself would partially shield noise from the interior of the
ventilation plant, which would further reduce noise levels outside of the building. The
Preliminary Engineering Team has stated that the ventilation plant facilities, with
attenuators installed, will emit noise at 45 dBA. This would meet the design standard of
Lmax 50 dBA at the facility property lines (i.e., the noise level generated would be less than
the design standard).
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DEIS Comment 47:

Thank you for your comment.
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DEIS Comment 48:

Response to Comment 1:

As described in Chapter Il of the FEIS, Alternative 2: Reconstruct/Modernize Existing
Tunnel was eliminated from further consideration for specific engineering and operational
reasons. Due to the shallow depth of the existing tunnel, the only viable construction

1 approach is open excavation along the entire tunnel length. This excavation would have
significant impacts on the community, including:

e Full or partial closure of Wilson Street, Winchester Street, and numerous cross
streets throughout construction;
e No parking along Wilson Street or Winchester Street during construction;
e Limitations for residential and commercial access along Wilson Street and
Winchester Street during construction;
. Minor impacts to four parks—Eutaw Place Median Park, Park Avenue Median Park,
Mount Royal Median Park, and Fitzgerald Park;
e Substantial residential property impacts; and
e Severe impacts to North Avenue, central Light Rail line, and CSX Main Line
operations due to open cut construction through North Avenue, light rail, and CSX
track beds.
Additionally, for construction to advance, at minimum, one track would have to be
removed from service. It would be impossible to provide adequate NEC service using a
single track, particularly as ridership and train frequency increase over time.
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Response to Comment 1:

Consistent with Northeast Corridor (NEC) long-range planning needs identified in the NEC
FUTURE Program, the Project proposes a total of four tracks through Baltimore. The
increased number of tracks will eliminate a chokepoint and expand capacity to
accommodate future high-frequency, high-speed passenger train service anticipated on
the NEC by 2040. Four tracks provide the resiliency/redundancy needed to maintain rail
traffic between the West Baltimore MARC Station and Baltimore Penn Station and NEC
connectivity in the event of interruptions to service on any of the tracks. Four tracks also
provide the ability for conflict-free operation and separation of traffic types (intercity vs.
commuter) which further improves operations, reduces travel time, and accommodates
over-takes of slower trains by faster trains.

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 2:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.

Response to Comment 3:

NS has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing reasonable requests
for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials. Hazardous/flammable
materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and through the B&P Tunnel
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subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations governing the proper
labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated materials or wastes. The rules
are explained at https.//www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,

chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation s rail transportation system,
including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.

FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.

The number of variables involved makes it virtually impossible to accurately forecast
freight usage through the tunnel. Therefore, due to low probability of new freight
customers and the high cost of interconnecting freight lines with the NEC, Amtrak
anticipates that the number of freight trains using the new tunnel will remain unchanged
for the foreseeable future.

Response to Comment 4:

While reducing travel time through B&P Tunnel and along the NEC is a goal of the Project,
it is not the sole reason the Project was initiated. The existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140
years old and is approaching the end of its useful life with regard to its physical condition.
While the existing tunnel remains safe for rail transportation, it requires substantial
maintenance and repairs, and it does not meet current design standards. The tunnel is
considered to be structurally deficient due to its age, the original design, and wear and
tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and future rail
demands. The Purpose and Need of the Project is further defined in Chapter Il of this FEIS.
Project goals include reducing travel time through the B&P Tunnel and along the NEC,
accommodating existing and projected travel demand for intercity and commuter
passenger services, eliminating impediments to existing and projected operations along
the NEC, and providing operational reliability, while accounting for the value of the existing
tunnel as an important element of Baltimore’s rail infrastructure

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
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Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 5:

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning
community impact, noise and vibration impacts, and community health, among others, as
described in Chapter VI. The Project Team has met with community members on two
occasions: May 10 and May 31, 2016, to discuss Project mitigation as described in Chapter
VII. These efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS.
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Response to Comment 1:

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes

resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.

The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Il in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.
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DEIS Comment 51:

Thank you for your comment.
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DEIS Comment 52:

Response to Comment 1:

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.

1 For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield Avenue
sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock Street and
Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce environmental
impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the Whitelock Street
site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that corridor. The
ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the surrounding
area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community character with
noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as described in
Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and individual
community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are documented in
this FEIS in Chapter VII.
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DEIS Comment 53:

Response to Comment 1:

A Maglev train would not utilize existing or planned Amtrak infrastructure. The design of
such a system requires significantly different rights-of-way and infrastructure. The design
criteria for Maglev are extremely restrictive and would only be achievable on new

alignments.
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DEIS Comment 54:

Response to Comment 1:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
1 at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted, or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age), the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.
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DEIS Comment 55:

Response to Comment 1:

This comment refers to regional rail planning and is beyond the purview of the B&P Tunnel
Project. The Purpose of the Project is to address the structural and operational deficiencies
of the existing B&P Tunnel and to accommodate future high-performance intercity
passenger rail service goals for the NEC, including:

e  Reducing travel time through the B&P Tunnel and along the NEC,

e  Accommodating existing and projected travel demand for intercity and commuter
passenger services,

e  Eliminating impediments to existing and projected operations along the NEC, and

e  Providing operational reliability, while accounting for the value of the existing
tunnel as an important element of Baltimore’s rail infrastructure.
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Response to Comment 1:

Alternative 11B would meet the Project’s Purpose and Need; however, overall, the impacts
associated with this alternative would not result in commensurate benefits when
compared to the other alternatives. Specific reasons for the elimination of this alternative
can be found in the Alternatives Report.

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes
resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.
The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Ill in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 2:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.
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Response to Comment 1:

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes
resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.
The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Ill in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 2:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. These could include
tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment and heavy-duty impulsive
equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed as Peak
Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per second
(ips). TBM vibrations during construction would generally be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and
thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the proposed tunnels. The TBM
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would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration source would likely only be
felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves away from a given location. This
means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a day or two when tunneling is
continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by common activities such as
traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated here would be comparable
to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30 feet away from an
observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

The Project Team has performed an impact analysis for noise following the Federal Transit
Administration’s guidance manual. The number of potential moderate and severe impacts
were estimated using noise contour maps and land use information. For the Preferred
Alternative, 296 moderate and 141 severe residential noise impacts above the FTA
Frequent Impact Criterion of 35 dBA are anticipated. Mitigation measures were
investigated for addressing moderate and severe noise impacts from tunnel operations
and include vehicle skirts, undercar absorption, spring frogs, and acquisition of a buffer
zone, among others, which are documented in Chapter VIl of this FEIS.

The housing market in Reservoir Hill is subject to many variables and externalities outside
of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or measure the future
economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.

Response to Comment 3:

The build alternatives would impact the Midtown-Edmondson Historic District.
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would require demolition of nine historic
properties, located in the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood. The build alternatives
would also impact the Reservoir Hill Historic District as a result of the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility. The Intermediate Ventilation Facility would be constructed along 900-
940 West North Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), which would constitute a Section
4(f) use resulting from demolition of a contributing resource. Further analysis of historic
properties is found in Chapter VI of this FEIS. Potential mitigation strategies include
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historic property documentation, establishment of a historic properties preservation fund,
and interpretive signage. More information on potential Section 4(f) mitigation measures
are available in Chapter VI and Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 4:
Amtrak desires to reserve the existing tunnel for a future rail transportation use.
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DEIS Comment 58: Response to Comment 1:

NS has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing reasonable requests
for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials. Hazardous/flammable
materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and through the B&P Tunnel
subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations governing the proper
labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated materials or wastes. The rules
are explained at https.//www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the

1 Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the

2 movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,
‘ chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation s rail transportation system,

3

including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.

FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.

Response to Comment 2:

All of the proposed Project infrastructure will be designed, constructed, and maintained
using proven modern design and safety standards. The Project will be designed in
accordance with applicable regulations, oversight agency guidance, and knowledge of
safety standards to ensure optimal safety.

Response to Comment 3:

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.
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Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. These could include
tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment and heavy-duty impulsive
equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed as Peak
Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per second
(ips). TBM vibrations during construction would generally be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and
thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the proposed tunnels. The TBM
would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration source would likely only be
felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves away from a given location. This
means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a day or two when tunneling is
continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by common activities such as
traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated here would be comparable
to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30 feet away from an
observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

The Project Team has performed an impact analysis for noise following the Federal Transit
Administration’s guidance manual. The number of potential moderate and severe impacts
were estimated using noise contour maps and land use information. For the Preferred
Alternative, 296 moderate and 141 severe residential noise impacts above the FTA
Frequent Impact Criterion of 35 dBA are anticipated. Mitigation measures were
investigated for addressing moderate and severe noise impacts from tunnel operations
and include vehicle skirts, undercar absorption, spring frogs, and acquisition of a buffer
zone, among others, which are documented in Chapter VII of this FEIS.
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DEIS Comment 59: Response to Comment 1:

NS has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing reasonable requests
for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials. Hazardous/flammable
materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and through the B&P Tunnel
subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations governing the proper
labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated materials or wastes. The rules
are explained at https.//www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,

chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation s rail transportation system,
including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The

! Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate

2 compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if

such a package does not contain a hazardous material.

FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.

Response to Comment 2:

All of the proposed Project infrastructure will be designed, constructed, and maintained
using proven modern design and safety standards. The Project will be designed in
accordance with applicable regulations, oversight agency guidance, and knowledge of
safety standards to ensure optimal safety.

Response to Comment 3:

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.
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Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. These could include
tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment and heavy-duty impulsive
equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed as Peak
Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per second
(ips). TBM vibrations during construction would generally be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and
thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the proposed tunnels. The TBM
would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration source would likely only be
felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves away from a given location. This
means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a day or two when tunneling is
continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by common activities such as
traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated here would be comparable
to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30 feet away from an
observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

The Project Team has performed an impact analysis for noise following the Federal Transit
Administration’s guidance manual. The number of potential moderate and severe impacts
were estimated using noise contour maps and land use information. For the Preferred
Alternative, 296 moderate and 141 severe residential noise impacts above the FTA
Frequent Impact Criterion of 35 dBA are anticipated. Mitigation measures were
investigated for addressing moderate and severe noise impacts from tunnel operations
and include vehicle skirts, undercar absorption, spring frogs, and acquisition of a buffer
zone, among others, which are documented in Chapter VII of this FEIS.
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DEIS Comment 60:

There would be minimal impacts to P. Flanigan and Sons by the Preferred Alternative.
These minimal impacts would include potential utility relocation impacts. Alternative 3B
would include a south portal located southeast of the P. Flanigan and Sons Asphalt plant.
Build alternatives 3A and 3C, though, would have substantial impacts. For more
information, please see Chapter IIl.
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SINCE x 1885

February 25, 2016

Ms. Jacqueline Thorme ¢

Project Manager

Maryland Department of Transportation
81 Mosher Street

Baltimore, MD 21217

RE: B&P Tunnel Project — DEIS COMMENT
Dear Ms. Thorne,

| am writing to share additional comments regardiﬁg the conceptual plan for Alternative 3

Options A, B, and C. These options and any other future options that could impact the ability of
P. Flanigan and Sans to operate would be devastating for the business and the people it |
employs. |

We annually employ three hundred people. The majority of our employees live in Baltimore
City. We are the largest employer of blue collar workers in the Sandtown/Winchester
neighborhood.

P. Flanigan and Sons exists to build and maintain transportation infrastructure in the Baltimore
Region. The facility in question is critical to our business and mission. We have contracts with
numerous state and municipal agencies as well as private land owners. We produce over
300,000 tons of hot mix asphalt and 75,000 tons of recycled aggregates at this location. All of
our construction projects are time sensitive. For this reason, the facility is in use day and night
during the construction season and daily throughout the winter.

Since 2006, we have been purchasing adjacent property so that we can expand this facility. We
fully utilize our property and are actively pursuing more land in this area. In the past 10 years
alone, we have invested more than three million dollars into this facility through land
acquisition and improvements.

The unique location of this facility and its special attributes make it truly one of a kind. The
production of asphalt materials has been going on here for over ane hundred years. This
location is minutes away from three major highways and the center of the city. It has an active
rail spur which is used continuously to deliver aggregates from Vulcan Materials. The site also
has an upgraded electric sub-station and natural gas service which are critical for the efficient
operation of this type of facility. The combination of these three attributes, along with the
permitting necessary to operate this type of facility makes it impossible to recreate. This is why
we continue to expand and improve this facility.

P. FLAKIGAN & SONS, INC. | wew.pllanigan com
2444 LOCH RAVEN ROAD | RALTIMORE, MD 21218
Talgphone 410-467-5500 | Facsimile 410-467-3127

Page 1]2
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The purpose of this letter is to reiterate three main peints. Firstly, this facility is essential to a
business that supports hundreds of Baltimore City residents. Any disruption to its operations
would be damaging to my business, my company and my employees. The location is unique

because of its location to highways, the on-site rail service, the utilities, and the history of its
use. We have been expanding and investing in this facility because it is fully utilized and

essential to our operations.

cc: Mr. William H. Cole, CEO
Baltimore Development Corp.

i~ T g
o A
-

" Pierce J. Flanigan, IV

Sincerely,

P. FLANIGAN & SONS, INC,

-
! &

o e T
s .f/V'_x_ﬂ"’ A

President/CEQ
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DEIS Comment 61:

Brittany Rolf

From: noreply@bptunnel.com

Sent: Friday, February 26, 2016 2:08 PM

To: BPFTunnel Information

Subject: Comment Form

Ms Barbara Kozminski

N/A Response to Comment 1:

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input

I strongly support Alternative 3C, as it provides greater travel time savings than Alternative 3A and results in from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes

fewer residential and community facility displacements than Alternative 3B. resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.
It is time to rebuild this critical link in the Northeast Corridor's rail infrastructure; doing nothing should not be The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Ill in this FEIS

an option, provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.
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\
Whitelock Community Farm 3
g2 Whitelock Smreet £4
Baltimeee, MD 21207
Barmer@whitelockinrm.oeg
February 1, 2016
B&P Tunnel Project
81 W Mosher Street
Baltimore, MD 21217
Response to Comment 1:
To B&P Tunnel Project Management: The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
I am writing on behalf of the board of directors of Whitelock Community Farm to express our deep Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
concern and displeasure regarding the current proposals of the B&P Tunnel project. While we have Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
1 issues with many aspects of the three alternatives still under consideration, our strongest objection is to environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the

the proposed location of the ventilation building at the corner of Brookfield Avenue and Whitelock

" Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
treet.

corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the

T T ——— surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community

proposed ventilation site. For much of Reserveir Hill's history, the Whitelock Street corridor was the character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
commercial heart of the community. As the neighbarhood declined in the 70's and 80, the commercial described in Chapter V1. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
district fell into disrepair and became a violent and notorious open-air drug market. In 1994, the city individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are

razed the buildings on Whitelock Street, promising to bring commercial development back to these documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

blocks as part of the revitalization of Reservoir Hill. These promises were not fulfilled for over fifteen
years and the lots became neglected, trash ridden eye-sores in the community.

In 2010, a group of ten neighbors met through the Green Team of the Reservoir Hill Improvement
Council. This group shared not only a passion for the greening of our neighborhood, but also a love for
wholesome food and concern for the health outcomes of our community. According to a 2011
Baltimore City Health Report, the neighborhoods of Penn North and Reservoir Hill suffer from the third
highest rate of diabetes and the sixth highest rate of heart disease compared to the other fifty-five
neighborhoods in Baltimore. Much of Reservoir Hill is classified as a food desert due to a lack of access
to healthy food options.

The group decided to start an urban farm on one of the vacant lots on Whitelock Street with the mission
of increasing access to healthy, affordable food for all Baltimore City residents; promoting positive
community activity; and creating local, green jobs. Through the hard work of Whitelock Community
Farm's farm managers, board of directors and hundreds of volunteers, Whitelock Community Farm has
not only thrived on the original lot on the north side of Whitelock Street, but has expanded to the south
side of Whitelock Street where the proposed ventilation building would be located.
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Whiteleck Community Farm has been successful in pursuing its mission. In the past year alone,
Whitelock Community Farm accomplished the following:

» Grew 3,700 pounds of produce to sell to neighbors at our weekly farm stand.

+ Increased membership in our Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) program from 15
members to 25 members.

# Increased sales to residents using food assistance by 57%.

« Diverted over 3,000 gallons of food from the dump through our neighborhood composting
program.

» Managed 20 apprentices and college interns.

» Employed four high school students from the neighborhood for the second summer,

» Hosted a Farm Club and healthy cooking classes with students at John Eager Howard Elementary
School.

« Partnerad with Midtown Academy to install an irrigation system on one of our expansion lots
and revamp our neighborhood composting system.

» Hosted a fermentation workshop and a canning werkshop with 80 and 15 attendees,
respectively,

= Hosted five community potiucks featuring healthy farm fresh dishes.

Additionally, Whitelock Community Farm serves as a place where neighbors of diverse racial and socio-
economic backgrounds can gather and build bridges across those barriers. At a recent community
meeting regarding the extension of the lease of the lots on Whitelock Street, many neighbors from a
variety of backgrounds testified to the positive effect Whitelock Community Farm has had on the
community and their own lives.

If the ventilation building were built on the Whitelock Street lots, it would destroy the work of Whitelock
Community Farm. Not only would a large portien of our farming land be plowed under, but the
remaining land would not receive suitable sunlight and would be poisoned by the emissions from the
ventilation building.

Furthermore, bulding a ventilation building on this land would serve as an act of social and racial
injustice. Reservoir Hill is a community with unequal health outcomes, in part due to a lack of access to
affordable, healthy food. Whitelock Community Farm is addressing this issue by not only growing fresh
produce, but making it available to all neighbors and providing incentives for neighbors using food
assistance to purchase produce. Whitelock Community Farm is instilling healthy eating habits in the
next generation through our partnerships with John Eager Howard Elementary School, Midtown
Academy, and Youth Works. A ventilation building at Whitelock Street would not only eradicate the
progress that is occurring, but would also degrade health in the neighborhood through the release of
toxic emissions.

Finally, should the B&P Tunnel Project continue with plans to seize the lots at Whitelock Street and
Brookfield Avenue, it would serve as a slap in the face to residents who have risen above broken
promises to take the future of their neighborhood into their own hands. The Baltimore City
Government made promises to redevelop Whitelock Street, but these promises were not honored.
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Instead, neighbors decided to build their own future and transformed these neglected parcels into a o,

green oasis that improves health outcomes, promotes positive community activity, and creates learing
and employment opportunities. It would be iranic, tragic and unjust if the federal government now
came in and destroyed the progress that has been achieved.

Whitelock Community Farm’s beard of directors is also very concerned about emissions from a
ventilation building, regardless of its location, and the potential transport of hazardous materials
beneath our neighborhood. However, we felt that it was essential to spend the majority of this letter
explaining our strong objections to the proposed location of the ventilation building.

If you have any clarifying questions regarding the statements and information presented in this letter
please do not hesitate to contact me by phone (443-799-7338) or email. While | know there are many
factors involved in the decisions being made in this process, | trust moral decisions will be made that
place the health of communities above corporate interests.

Sincerely,
] ¥

Justin Kuk
President, Whitelock Community Farm
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Response to Comment 2:

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO,
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation plant air dispersion modeling.

NS has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing reasonable requests
for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials. Hazardous/flammable
materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and through the B&P Tunnel
subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations governing the proper
labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated materials or wastes. The rules are
explained at https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,
chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation s rail transportation system,
including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.

FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.
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DEIS Comment 63:

Baltimore & Potomac Tunnel Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
BaPrdi:  Comment Form

Only comments received by 5:00 p.m. on February 5, 2016 will be included in the Public Hearings Record
for the Baltimore & Potomac Tunnel Project.

1/We wish to submit the following comments on this project:

PLEASE PRINT

MName: P%dﬁ‘f kﬁc I.'I Kﬂk : Organization:

Address: 2

City: ,%t H\ e State: {,ﬁ}@ Zip Code: iR
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Response to Comment 1:

To minimize risk to the public, FRA requires a range of measures, including emergency
response information and safety and security plans. Local first responders receive training
in hazardous materials incidents for specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. The build
alternatives would be designed and constructed in compliance with all current standards
relative to Fire Life and Safety, which includes compliance with the National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA).

The Project has been planned mostly underground in order to avoid greater impacts to the
community. In the unlikely event of an emergency, the event in a tunnel is much less
damaging to a community than a similar event on an above-ground track running through
the neighborhood. Additionally, as stated above, the new B&P Tunnel would be designed
to be better equipped and prepared than the current B&P Tunnel.
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Response to Comment 1:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.

Response to Comment 2:

The Purpose of the Project is to address the structural and operational deficiencies of the
existing B&P Tunnel and to accommodate future high-performance intercity passenger rail
service goals for the NEC, including:

e  Reducing travel time through the B&P Tunnel and along the NEC,

e Accommodating existing and projected travel demand for intercity and commuter
passenger services,

e  Eliminating impediments to existing and projected operations along the NEC, and

e  Providing operational reliability, while accounting for the value of the existing
tunnel as an important element of Baltimore’s rail infrastructure.

In addition, the existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is approaching the end
of its useful life with regard to its physical condition. While the existing tunnel remains safe
for rail transportation, it requires substantial maintenance and repairs, and it does not
meet current design standards. The tunnel is considered to be structurally deficient due to
its age, the original design, and wear and tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and
unable to meet current and future rail demands. The Purpose and Need of the Project is
further defined in Chapter Il of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 3:

The economic and housing markets in Reservoir Hill are subject to many variables and
externalities outside of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or
measure the future economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.

Response to Comment 4:

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality; emissions would fall within all
acceptable federal air quality standards. The maximum 1-hour NO, concentrations were
predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) threshold,
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which have been set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO, were
modeled to be within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would
be within NAAQS, as NOx is the most strictly regulated air pollutant generated from diesel
locomotive operation. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis, including
ventilation plant air dispersion modeling.

Response to Comment 5:

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning
community impact, noise and vibration impacts, and community health, among others, as
described in Chapter VI. The Project Team has met with community members on two
occasions: May 10 and May 31, 2016, to discuss Project mitigation as described in Chapter
VII. These efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS.

The build alternatives would impact the Midtown-Edmondson Historic District.
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would require demolition of nine historic
properties, located in the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood. The build alternatives
would also impact the Reservoir Hill Historic District as a result of the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility. The Intermediate Ventilation Facility would be constructed along 900-
940 West North Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), which would constitute a Section
4(f) use resulting from demolition of a contributing resource. Further analysis of historic
properties is found in Chapter VI of this FEIS. Potential mitigation strategies include
historic property documentation, establishment of a historic properties preservation fund,
and interpretive signage. More information on potential Section 4(f) mitigation measures
are available in Chapter VI and Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 6:

NS has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing reasonable requests
for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials. Hazardous/flammable
materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and through the B&P Tunnel
subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations governing the proper
labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated materials or wastes. The rules are
explained at https://www.fra.dot.qov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,
chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation’s rail transportation system,
including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.
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FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.

The number of variables involved makes it virtually impossible to accurately forecast
freight usage through the tunnel. Therefore, due to low probability of new freight
customers and the high cost of interconnecting freight lines with the NEC, Amtrak
anticipates that the number of freight trains using the new tunnel will remain unchanged
for the foreseeable future.
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DEIS Comment 65:

FEIS November 2016 255



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS

B&P Tunnel Hearings on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Testimony of Bill Lee, . Baltimore MD, 21217

Board Member: Baltimore Heritage, Inc. and Residents Against The Tunnels
February 17, 2016

Good evening. | am here to oppose the building of train tunnels beneath my house. My house
is a fine older lady with a great history and solid bones. I've been talking to her, lately, about
the fact that some people—mostly train people—want to build tunnels so they can run trains —
big diesel freight trains—underneath her. At the last hearing, | testified that she does not like
this idea. In fact, she is adamantly opposed.

"What are they trying to do to me?” she asked the other day “An hour ago | was shaken up by a
large truck followed by two city buses roaring down Eutaw Place. The horses and buggies and
even the trolleys were lightweights compared to these big dumb machines tearing us up every
few minutes.”

My house was built in the 1880's, so she is well over a hundred years old. She is constantly
undergoing repair and renovation. It is the only way old houses survive, The whole idea of 388
1 diesel trains rumbling beneath her every day makes her very nervous.

“They dont really care about me or my friends.” She told me. “ They are planning to build that
five story building-vent a block away. It will spew out debris, oil, diesel fuel, and lots of other
things into the air around us. We'll all get sick on that stuff.”

“I' know,” | said. “ But some people seem concerned. The City Council is considering a bill that

will study the effects of freight trains running through Baltimore neighborhoods.”

“Study, schmuddy” she countered. “We don’t need another study. We all know that old
houses like us already have big problems. Look around you. We are having a hard time. Some
of my closest friends on this block are so neglected they can barely stand. What do these train
people want to do? Jumble my guts and dust up my windows, that's what. They are destroying
this fine old neighborhood. | don’t know what to do. If | could, I'd go to that hearing and give
them all a piece of my historic mind.”

“OK. OK. I'll go to the hearing and tell them what you think" | told her.

And so, | have.

Thank you.
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Response to Comment 1:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be compensated for the cost of repairs.

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO,
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation plant air dispersion modeling.

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning
community impact, noise and vibration impacts, and community health, among others, as
described in Chapter VI. The Project Team has met with community members on two
occasions: May 10 and May 31, 2016, to discuss project mitigation as described in Chapter
VII. These efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS.
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DEIS Comment 66:

BE&P Tunnel Hearings on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Testimony of Nancy Cooper Morgan, & Baltimore MD, 21217

February 17, 2016

It isn't because | have something new to say that | am here today. | am lending my voice and

support to my neighbors in opposing the B&P tunnel proposition.

We are a community which cares and supports each other. That's why there are so many
people who have eloquently and creatively expressed strong opposition to this proposed tunnel
project. | agree with them! |, too, abhor the potential pollution, danger, and destruction this
project would bring to our lives. It is not beneficial for us! It will hurt us!

That is why we are fervently working, organizing, and respectfully reaching out to individuals
and organizations to maintain and preserve our historic homes and buildings—our lives and our
endurance! As | examine the plans, | see capitalistic greed that leaves no room for the needs of
our humanity.

And so, we implore you. If you must proceed, look for a more suitable area and alternative
plan=—a far less egregious plan!

It can be done!

FEIS November 2016

RESPONSES

Response to Comment 1:

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 2:

The build alternatives would impact the Midtown-Edmondson Historic District.
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would require demolition of nine historic
properties, located in the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood. The build alternatives
would also impact the Reservoir Hill Historic District as a result of the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility. The Intermediate Ventilation Facility would be constructed along 900-
940 West North Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), which would constitute a Section
4(f) use resulting from demolition of a contributing resource. Further analysis of historic
properties is found in Chapter VI of this FEIS. Potential mitigation strategies include
historic property documentation, establishment of a historic properties preservation fund,
and interpretive signage. More information on potential Section 4(f) mitigation measures
are available in Chapter VI and Chapter VII.

The existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is approaching the end of its useful
life with regard to its physical condition. While the existing tunnel remains safe for rail
transportation, it requires substantial maintenance and repairs, and it does not meet
current design standards. The tunnel is considered to be structurally deficient due to its
age, the original design, and wear and tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and
unable to meet current and future rail demands. The Purpose and Need of the Project is
further defined in Chapter Il of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 3:

As described in this FEIS, the initial range of alternatives was identified based on previous
studies and during the preliminary alternatives development phase of the Project. A total
of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build, Alternative
2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and fourteen new location alternatives. The
14 new location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous studies
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(Alternatives 3 through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project
(Alternatives 8 through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to
all of the 16 preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and
Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at Baltimore
Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable engineering
issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of alternatives
development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15 and 16 were all
found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Il of the FEIS details the basis of elimination or
retention for each alternative.

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes
resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.
The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Ill in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.
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DEIS Comment 67: Response to Comment 1:

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 2:

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. These could include
tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment and heavy-duty impulsive
equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed as Peak
Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per second
(ips). TBM vibrations during construction would generally be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and
thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the proposed tunnels. The TBM
would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration source would likely only be
felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves away from a given location. This
means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a day or two when tunneling is
continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by common activities such as
traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated here would be comparable
to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30 feet away from an
observer.
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Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

The Project Team has performed an impact analysis for noise following the Federal Transit
Administration’s guidance manual. The number of potential moderate and severe impacts
were estimated using noise contour maps and land use information. For the Preferred
Alternative, 296 moderate and 141 severe residential noise impacts above the FTA
Frequent Impact Criterion of 35 dBA are anticipated. Mitigation measures were
investigated for addressing moderate and severe noise impacts from tunnel operations
and include vehicle skirts, undercar absorption, spring frogs, and acquisition of a buffer
zone, among others, which are documented in Chapter VII of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 3:

New tunnels would be designed to optimize safety and modern standards. Amtrak and
Norfolk Southern (NS) are anticipated to use existing fleets and newly acquired equipment
in the B&P Tunnel. This equipment must meet federal standards for safe operations. In
addition, the tunnel would be equipped with Automatic Train Control (ATC) and Positive
Train Control (PTC) systems, which use computer systems to control the speed of both
passenger and freight trains within the tunnel.
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Brittany Rolf
From: noreply@bptunnel.com
Sent: Thursday, February 25, 2016 2:15 FM
To: BPTunnel Information
Subject: Comment Form

Ms Amy Miller

I vote against the tunnel. The ventilation towers will ereate an unsafe environment for the community,
1 especially the 8t. Francis Community Center. St. Francis provides an aflerschool and summer program for
school-aged children, yoga classes, church meetings and many more community services and meetings.

FEIS November 2016
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Response to Comment 1:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO;
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation plant air dispersion modeling.
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Brittany Rolf
From: Russ Moss _ .
Sent: Friday, February 26, 2016 4:57 PM
To: BFTunne! Information; Kathryn Epple
Subject: Emailing: DEIS COMMENT signatures Residents Against The Tunnels 001
Attachments: DEIS COMMENT signatures Residents Against The Tunnels 001jpg
Attached

Final signatures for Residents Against The Tunnels Thanks!

Russ Moss

FEIS November 2016
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Thank you for your comment. We have reviewed the signatories attached.
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DEIS Comment 70:

P

WSS

February 1, 2016
To: B & P Tunnel Project
From: Roosevelt “Russ” Moss,

Baltimore, MD |

I am deeply saddened to be standing here this evening,
February 1%, 2016, the first day of African American history
month (how ironic) to be making a plea with public servants
not to construct four-lanes of train tunnels underneath our
community. Four train tunnels that will bring numerous
adverse effects to a majority African American community.

POLLUTION

DIMINISHED COMMUNITY HEALTH

NOISE

DESTRUCTION OF ASTHETIC VALUE

DISRUPTION OF COMMUNITY COHESION
DESTRUCTION OF COMMUNITY ECONOMIC VITALITY

DEVAULING OF PROPERTY VALUES
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ALL of the adverse cumulative effects that Non-discrimination
clauses of Title VI and Environmental Justice were put in place
years ago to prevent.

“This seems like Déja vu all over again.”

For many in West Baltimore, where working class communities
of color are targeted for many projects for the “public good”
like landfills, highways, incinerators and other unpleasant,
noisy, ugly, stinky, gaseous infrastructure. West Baltimore has
been dumped on enough; just take a drive down the highway
to nowhere or the interstate width North Avenue to see the
wonderful progress these past “public investments” in our
infrastructure have made in our commuynities.

WE'VE HAD ENOUGH 11l

These laws requires that each Federal agency shall, to the
greatest extent allowed by law, administer and implement its
programs, policies and activities that affect human health or
the environment so as to identify and avoid “disproportionately
high and adverse” effect on minority and low-income
populations.

A study lead by MIT Professor, Steven Barrett, Baltimore City
has more deaths from air pollution than any large city in the
United States. The study found 130 were likely to die
prematurely each year of causes related to air pollution each
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Response to Comment 1:

Under Executive Order (12898), federal agencies are required to identify and address
disproportionately high and adverse effects of federal projects on the health or
environment of minority and low-income populations to the greatest extent practicable
and permitted by law. The Department of Transportation’s environmental justice
initiatives accomplish this goal by involving the potentially affected public in developing
transportation projects that fit harmoniously within their communities without sacrificing
safety or mobility.

The B&P Project Team has performed an Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis consistent
with EO 12898 and subsequent USDOT Orders. A critical component of the EO on
environmental justice is public outreach. The Project Team has engaged extensively with
the community throughout the development of the Project, as detailed in Chapter VIILI.
Meetings were held with local officials; public, local, and regional organizations;
government agencies; and representatives of affected EJ communities along the evaluated
alternative alignment. Three Public Open Houses, as well as ten community meetings, have
been held where the public was given the opportunity to learn about the project
development in-person, ask questions, and engage in discussions with the Project Team.
The Project Team also attended several local community association meetings with
environmental justice populations to present information on the Project and respond to
questions in smaller, neighborhood-focused settings. Additionally, the Project Team
attended meetings at the request of the following organizations: Residents Against the
Tunnel (RATT) on May 24, 2016 at the Beth AM Synagogue; No Boundaries Coalition on
June 14, 2016 at St. Peter’s Clavier Church; and Baltimore City Public Schools on June 16,
2016 at John Eager Howard Elementary School.

Direct mailings to residents in the Study Area included property owners within one-quarter
mile of the build alternatives, as well as additional properties within the south portal area
that could potentially be impacted by the Project. The Project website continues to post
meeting notices, Project information, and avenues to comment. Publications including
print advertisements, newsletters, and fliers have been distributed at transit hub locations,
educational facilities, libraries, senior homes, shopping centers, laundromats, places of
worship, and other organizations.

The Project Team studied community composition in the areas affected by the build
alternatives. It reviewed data from the American Community Survey 2009-2013 for
minority and low-income populations, the National Center for Educational Statistics,
government-assisted housing programs, historical references, city officials, field visits, and
community meetings. From this information, the Project Team learned that of the 77
Census Block Groups in the Study Area, 72 contain minority race and/or ethnicity
populations of 50 percent or more. Thirty-six Census Block Groups contain 32 percent or
higher low-income households. More information can be found in Chapter V of this FEIS.

Because the build alternatives are located almost entirely within EJ communities within the
Study Area, the effects would be borne primarily by minority and low-income populations.
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year. Small particulate matter in the air contribute to
development of heart disease, asthma and other lung diseases.

BALTIMORE’S ASTHMA RATE IS 20%, more than TWICE the
national average.

Life expectancy for African Americans along the proposed
tunnel route is 63 years, 20 years less than in 83 years Roland
Park.

In addition to these four busy train tunnels and the vibrations
3 and noise that will result, a 100 ft. by 200 ft. by 50 ft. (5 story)
high ventilation tower is being proposed for the center of
Reservoir Hill along Whitelock Street, an area that after
decades of blight now serve as a community garden and

4 gathering spot and may potentially serve as a center for retail
stores (and jobs) in the community. To add insult to injury, the
proposed vent shaft is one block from where the city is
investing millions in a new John Eager Howard Elementary
School. Even closer, directly across the street, is St. Francis
Neighborhood Center that provides after school programs and
other services to our children and adults. St. Francis Center is
planning a major expansion that would be compromised by
this unfiltered ventilation tower.

FEIS November 2016
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For the Preferred Alternative, neighborhood and community facility impacts would
primarily occur at the north portal within the Jones Falls area neighborhood, the south
portal within the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood, and the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility location within the Reservoir Hill neighborhood. The Preferred Alternative would
result in 22 residential and 6 commercial property displacements. Four places of worship in
the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood would be displaced. There would be high and
adverse effects to EJ populations from noise, as well as medium and adverse effects to EJ
populations from visual quality due to the placement of a ventilation facility. Alternative 3A
would displace no residential buildings, and Alternative 3C would displace 12 residential
buildings.

As the Project is advanced to the design phase and if funding is available, the Project
sponsor would carry out mitigation measures and would continue to work with the
community in order to minimize impacts. The vast majority of this Project will be
underground which would reduce the overall impact to the communities. The Project
sponsor will also establish a fund to support community development within affected
communities, as well as a fund for maintenance of and improvement to publicly-owned
parks and recreational facilities within % mile of the Project alignment. The Project will
coordinate with local job training organizations to facilitate targeted job training and
include construction contract goals for workers of social and economic disadvantage. The
Project sponsor will also provide relocation protections to property owners and tenants
pursuant to the Uniform Relocation Act. For more information, please refer to Chapter VIl
of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 2:

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.

Response to Comment 3:

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA's
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines and standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
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Finally, I am asking you to stop this environment injustice A
from undermining a place we love, our community and homes.
Black lives matter! Communities of color lives matter! Working
1 class communities’ lives matters! For once give priority to the
folks that live in our community over investors and those
passing through it.

FEIS November 2016

RESPONSES

passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. These could include
tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment and heavy-duty impulsive
equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed as Peak
Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per second
(ips). TBM vibrations during construction would generally be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and
thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the proposed tunnels. The TBM
would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration source would likely only be
felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves away from a given location. This
means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a day or two when tunneling is
continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by common activities such as
traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated here would be comparable
to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30 feet away from an
observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

The three ventilation plant facilities would be subject to the operational noise level
standards included in the Noise Regulation of the Health Code of Baltimore City § 9-206
Noise Regulation, 2015. This regulation provides the noise limits for manufacturing,
commercial, and residential zones in Baltimore City— depending on the source of noise and
the types of adjacent land uses. For noise generated within residential zones, there is a
limit of 55 dBA at any point on the property line of the use.

Noise levels in the immediate vicinity of the ventilation plant buildings would be caused by
the continual operation of the ventilation fans within each facility. The horizontal fans
would operate periodically and would generate sound that would propagate through the
louvers at the top of the ventilation facilities. Fans would operate periodically when NO,
levels in the tunnel exceed a set threshold or in emergencies when smoke is present in the
tunnel. NO; levels are likely to be highest when the level of diesel locomotive operations is
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highest, or when congestion causes trains to operate slowly or to idle in the tunnel.
However, there is not enough information currently available to determine how many
hours per day, on average, the fans would run and whether or not they would run during
the night.

The design standard for the ventilation facilities would limit the outdoor noise level, when
the fans are in operation, to Lmax 50 dBA at the facility property lines. 50 dBA is
approximately the noise produced by an indoor air conditioner at a distance of three feet.

To achieve the required reduction in noise level, cylindrical or rectangular sound
attenuators would be mounted directly to each fan or to the ductwork within the system.
In addition, the building itself would partially shield noise from the interior of the
ventilation plant, which would further reduce noise levels outside of the building. The
Preliminary Engineering Team has stated that the ventilation plant facilities, with
attenuators installed, will emit noise at 45 dBA. This would meet the design standard of
Lmax 50 dBA at the facility property lines (i.e., the noise level generated would be less than
the design standard).

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning
community impact, noise, and vibration impacts, as described in Chapter VI. These efforts
are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS.

Response to Comment 4:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.
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DEIS Comment 71:
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Response to Comment 1:

Under Executive Order (12898), federal agencies are required to identify and address
disproportionately high and adverse effects of federal projects on the health or
environment of minority and low-income populations to the greatest extent practicable
and permitted by law. The Department of Transportation’s environmental justice
initiatives accomplish this goal by involving the potentially affected public in developing
transportation projects that fit harmoniously within their communities without sacrificing
safety or mobility.

The B&P Project Team has performed an Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis consistent
with EO 12898 and subsequent USDOT Orders. A critical component of the EO on
environmental justice is public outreach. The Project Team has engaged extensively with
the community throughout the development of the Project, as detailed in Chapter VIILI.
Meetings were held with local officials; public, local, and regional organizations;
government agencies; and representatives of affected EJ communities along the evaluated
alternative alignment. Three Public Open Houses, as well as ten community meetings, have
been held where the public was given the opportunity to learn about the project
development in-person, ask questions, and engage in discussions with the Project Team.
The Project Team also attended several local community association meetings with
environmental justice populations to present information on the Project and respond to
questions in smaller, neighborhood-focused settings. Additionally, the Project Team
attended meetings at the request of the following organizations: Residents Against the
Tunnel (RATT) on May 24, 2016 at the Beth AM Synagogue; No Boundaries Coalition on
June 14, 2016 at St. Peter’s Clavier Church; and Baltimore City Public Schools on June 16,
2016 at John Eager Howard Elementary School.

Direct mailings to residents in the Study Area included property owners within one-quarter
mile of the build alternatives, as well as additional properties within the south portal area
that could potentially be impacted by the Project. The Project website continues to post
meeting notices, Project information, and avenues to comment. Publications including
print advertisements, newsletters, and fliers have been distributed at transit hub locations,
educational facilities, libraries, senior homes, shopping centers, laundromats, places of
worship, and other organizations.

The Project Team studied community composition in the areas affected by the build
alternatives. It reviewed data from the American Community Survey 2009-2013 for
minority and low-income populations, the National Center for Educational Statistics,
government-assisted housing programs, historical references, city officials, field visits, and
community meetings. From this information, the Project Team learned that of the 77
Census Block Groups in the Study Area, 72 contain minority race and/or ethnicity
populations of 50 percent or more. Thirty-six Census Block Groups contain 32 percent or
higher low-income households. More information can be found in Chapter V of this FEIS.

Because the build alternatives are located almost entirely within EJ communities within the
Study Area, the effects would be borne primarily by minority and low-income populations.
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For the Preferred Alternative, neighborhood and community facility impacts would
primarily occur at the north portal within the Jones Falls area neighborhood, the south

When someday Baltimore becomes the Poster Child portal within the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood, and the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility location within the Reservoir Hill neighborhood. The Preferred Alternative would

of URBAN TRAIN TRAGEDY...as Flint, Michigan is result in 22 residential and 6 commercial property displacements. Four places of worship in

now the Poster Child for LEAD IN DRINKING WATER the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood would be displaced. There would be high and
adverse effects to EJ populations from noise, as well as medium and adverse effects to EJ

TRAGEDY....This PLEA will be among the many that populations from visual quality due to the placement of a ventilation facility. Alternative 3A

tried desperately to SOUND an ALARM to ears of \t/)voluc:d displace no residential buildings, and Alternative 3C would displace 12 residential

uildings.

seemingly indifference.
As the Project is advanced to the design phase and if funding is available, the Project

We hope those of you who will make this decision sponsor would carry out mitigation measures and would continue to work with the

community in order to minimize impacts. The vast majority of this Project will be
remember....that AFRICAN AMERICAN LIVES underground which would reduce the overall impact to the communities. The Project

MATTER, LOW INCOME FOLKS LIVES MATTER.....ALL sponsor will also establish a fund to support community development within affected

: . communities, as well as a fund for maintenance of and improvement to publicly-owned
OF OUR LIVES MATTER! We hope this Plea parks and recreational facilities within % mile of the Project alignment. The Project will

MATTERS to YOU! coordinate with local job training organizations to facilitate targeted job training and
include construction contract goals for workers of social and economic disadvantage. The
Project sponsor will also provide relocation protections to property owners and tenants
pursuant to the Uniform Relocation Act. For more information, please refer to Chapter VIl

Sincerely, of this FEIS.
Russ Moss Response to Comment 2:
Per Chapter V of the FEIS, it is projected that in 2040, 388 trains are expected to use the
Board Member tunnel—386 passenger trains with no hazmat cargo, and two freight trains with limited
hazmat cargo (based on current freight volumes projected into the future).
Residents Against The Tunnels (RATT) Notwithstanding this likely very low volume of hazardous materials in the tunnel, the new

tunnels would be designed to optimize safety and modern standards. Amtrak and Norfolk
Southern (NS) are anticipated to use existing fleets and newly acquired equipment in the
tunnel. This equipment must meet federal standards for safe operations. In addition, the
tunnel will be equipped with Automatic Train Control (ATC) and Positive Train Control
(PTC) systems, which use computer systems to control the speed of both passenger and
freight trains within the tunnel. The Project sponsor will develop and implement a
Hazardous Spill Prevention Plan and a Hazardous Materials Remediation Plan, as well as an
Emergency Management Plan, to be implemented in the event of a tunnel emergency.
Tunnel drainage concepts are being developed to meet MDE and BD standards for
discharge into sanitary or stormwater utility systems. In addition, concepts are being
designed to provide protection from diesel fuel and other hydrocarbon leaks into the
tunnel drainage system.
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Finally, as Amtrak is responsible for operating a robust passenger rail service, the two inner
tracks of the four-track tunnel system will be reserved (in all but emergency conditions) for
high-speed passenger train operations, freight services will be restricted to share the two
slower, outer tracks with MARC commuter rail trains. It is therefore not possible for the
tunnel system to accommodate significantly increased freight operations.

Response to Comment 3

The report provided, A Proposal to Unravel Baltimore’s Tangled Rail Lines, argues for a

3 comprehensive system approach to rail planning in Baltimore and the mid-Atlantic region.
It describes a list of projects and the order in which they should be completed. The report
takes into consideration local, state, and regional transportation routes, and recommends
new construction at a number of locations in order to relieve congestion and create
opportunities for expanding rail service in the future.

While recommendations in the report focus on resolving issues at a regional level, they
would not address or resolve the specific needs of the B&P Tunnel; therefore, the
improvements suggested in the report would be beyond the purview of the Project. The
existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is approaching the end of its useful life.
It is considered to be structurally deficient due to its age, the original design, and wear and
tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and future rail
demands. For additional information regarding The Purpose and Need for the Project,

Response to Comment # 3: .
please see Chapter Il of this FEIS.

Report 20 Oct 2015 Report 10 Sept 2015

“Project requires only one new “This project requires about 1.15 miles
underground station and about 1.15 of new tunnel and cost less than half of
miles of new tunnel. It costs less than what the Red Line would cost.”

half of what the Red Line would cost.

The east side portal would be north of “Item 2, the freight tunnel...”

Madison and Curley Streets and any
current structures.”

“Item 2, a two track freight tunnel...”
List of Maps added. (page 14)
New maps (page 21).

The report entitled, A Proposal to Unravel Baltimore’s Tangled Rail Lines, from October
2015 provides the updates mentioned above; however, aside from these changes, it is
not substantively different from the original report of the same name, dated
September 2015. To review the September 2015 report in its entirety, please refer to
DEIS Comment #11.
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DEIS Comment 72:

BARKER B. MUCH

B AND P TUNNT: prOJECT
81 MOSHER ST.
BALTIMORE, MD., 2117

IT IS PELT THAT UNDER PRESENT PLAN MOR 5 & P TUNNEL PROJECT

I8 FLAWED.

FIRST IT COULD CUT OFF FOREVER RAIL SERVICE TO WESTMINISTER, FREDELICK,
HAGE“STOWN AND POINTS WES®.

ALSD) IT PREVENT REOPENING A PREIGHT AND PASSENGER LINZ OVER IHE OLD
NORTH CEWTRAL ROUTE TO HARRISBURS, PA. AIID WOULD PREYENT FUTUIE

AMTRAK SERVICE INT® PA AJD ON NGATHWAAD TO TORONI), CA4AFA

IT IS FELT THG BEST ALTANATIVE I35 32ING MEW TUNNEL THRCUGH DOWNTOWH
UNDER FAYETTE ST, AND FOUR TUBES, O#E PAIR FOR AMTRAK, OTHER PAIR
FOR W/&H SPEED 2AIL.

RATHER THEN ABANDON OLD TUNNSL, IT COULD BE %P GRaDEp LREPAIRED) TO

TAKS MARCTRAINS THEREBY ENABLING MARC TO MAKE MORI STOPS AT FEW MORE
LOEATIONS IN THE OITY.

fOR ALL FREIGHT TRAFFIC, IT I4 IMPORYWIL T9 GET THIS TRAFFIC OUT
OF PPULATED AREAS.

ONE GO0OD ALTHRNATIVE WOULD BULLD A TUN/EL FROM HAWKINS POINT T2
SPARROWS POINT . THERRE IS TRACK&GE ALATADY IN PLACE THAT CaN BE
CONNECYWED BY MEANS OF A TUNNRL{{;;?AJSCO RIVER.

INCE FREILG V'S ARE OUT OF HOWARD AT TUNNEL, THIS TUNIEL COULD BE
RECYCLEO FOR USE BY MARC AND AMPRaK, TUERE BY PAVING VHE WAY FOR
CONVERTING THE LIGHT RAIL SYSURM TOMARC GOING INTO PENNSYYANIA, AdS FOR
AMTRAE GOING INTO PA  VIA CAMDEN LINE.

RUNNING FREIGHT TRAINS OVER THE PRESENLY PROPOSED TUNNTL WOULpP
BE SELF DEFEATING SINCE THESE FREIGHT TRATINS CARRY HAZYMATS. WITH
OPENING UP PROPOSED NEW TUNNEL TO FREIGAT3, IT WOULD ALSH) HAVE
ADDITIONAL FREIGHTS FROM C5¥ GOIHMG THROUGH POPULMTEPARTAS.

THAT WOULD BE A MORE HAZARDDIIS SiTULTION TiEN WE HAVE NOW. PLUS
THAT MEANS MORE FREIGHTS GOING TLROUGH A 3USY PASSSNGER STATION.

IF NOTHING ELSE 15 8JILT, WRE SIMPLY NEED A NEW FROIGHT T4 9iEL

FROM TAWEINS POINT TO SPARROWS v2INT. T

IF THE AG/AMG HOWARD 3T TUNNEL .FALLS APART, IT WOULDHAVE BAD ECONOMIC
IMPACT ON AQTA COMMERCE AN® QUR PORT FACILITIES

Sess s 2 g |

BARKER B. MUCH

FEIS November 2016

RESPONSES

Response to Comment 1:

This comment is beyond the purview of the Project. The Maryland Department of
Transportation oversees comprehensive transportation planning for the State. Prior studies
have been performed that evaluate the full network of rail corridors, especially those in
and around the Baltimore City. The study of the B&P Tunnel partly resulted from the
identification of this Project as a critical component to the greater rail access plan.

The purpose of the Project is to address the structural and operational deficiencies of the
existing B&P Tunnel and to accommodate future high-performance intercity passenger rail
service goals for the NEC, which include:

e  Reducing travel time through the B&P Tunnel and along the NEC,

e  Accommodating existing and projected travel demand for intercity and commuter
passenger services,

e  Eliminating impediments to existing and projected operations along the NEC, and

Providing operational reliability, while accounting for the value of the existing tunnel as an
important element of Baltimore’s rail infrastructure.

Response to Comment 2:

The existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is approaching the end of its useful
life with regard to its physical condition. While the existing tunnel remains safe for rail
transportation, it requires substantial maintenance and repairs, and it does not meet
current design standards. The tunnel is considered to be structurally deficient due to its
age, the original design, and wear and tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and
unable to meet current and future rail demands. The Purpose and Need of the Project is
further defined in Chapter Il of this FEIS.

Amtrak desires to reserve the existing tunnel for a future rail transportation use.

Response to Comment 3:

As described in this FEIS, the initial range of alternatives was identified based on previous
studies and during the preliminary alternatives development phase of the Project. A total
of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build, Alternative
2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and fourteen new location alternatives. The
14 new location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous studies
(Alternatives 3 through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project
(Alternatives 8 through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to
all of the 16 preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and
Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
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if it did not meet Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at Baltimore
Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable engineering
issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of alternatives
development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15 and 16 were all
found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Il of the FEIS details the basis of elimination or
retention for each alternative.

Response to Comment 4:

NS has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing reasonable requests
for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials. Hazardous/flammable
materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and through the B&P Tunnel
subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations governing the proper
labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated materials or wastes. The rules
are explained at https.//www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,
chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation s rail transportation system,
including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.

FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.

The number of variables involved makes it virtually impossible to accurately forecast
freight usage through the tunnel. Therefore, due to low probability of new freight
customers and the high cost of interconnecting freight lines with the NEC, Amtrak
anticipates that the number of freight trains using the new tunnel will remain unchanged
for the foreseeable future.

Response to Comment 5:
Building an additional tunnel for freight in a new location is beyond the purview of the B&P
Tunnel Project.
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DEIS Comment 73:
Brittany Rolf
From: noreply@bptunnel.com
Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2016 6:00 PM
To: BPTunnel Information
Subject: Comment Form

Mr Charles Myers I1I

As a train rider and also a resident of Reservoir Hill, T support the new rail tunnels. However, it would help
residents’ fears if’ a memorandum of understanding or other document were put in place prohibiting the
transportation of hazardous freight materials through the tunnels. Residents do not want chemical spills,
explosions, et (however unlikely) occurring below their homes, and any such incident would cripple passenger
traffic on the NE Corridor. Also, the ventilation plant on Whitelock Street is undesirable and would tower over
the neighboring buildings. The old Baltimore Transit Company building at 2480 Druid Hill Avenue would be a
better choice. The property is larger than the one at Whitelock, providing room for additional setbacks or a
stepped building facade, and the ventilation facilities would be a good adaptive reuse of what's left of the
existing historic building. The Whitelock property is in a densely populated area which includes both houses
and apartment buildings, and is directly across from a city park, community gardens, and the St Francis
Community Center, and two blocks from the elementary school.
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Response to Comment 1:

NS has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing reasonable requests
for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials. Hazardous/flammable
materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and through the B&P Tunnel
subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations governing the proper
labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated materials or wastes. The rules
are explained at https.//www.fra.dot.qgov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,

chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation s rail transportation system,
including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.

FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.

The number of variables involved makes it virtually impossible to accurately forecast
freight usage through the tunnel. Therefore, due to low probability of new freight
customers and the high cost of interconnecting freight lines with the NEC, Amtrak
anticipates that the number of freight trains using the new tunnel will remain unchanged
for the foreseeable future.

Response to Comment 2:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.
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DEIS Comment 74:
Brittany Rolf
From: noreply@bptunnel.com
Sent: Fricay, February 26, 2016 9:51 AM
To: BPTunnel Information
Subject: Comment Form

Mr Gregg Nesemeier

I support the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) as written. It is a thoughtfully and thoroughly
prepared document that appears to have carefully considered all relevant environmental factors for this tunnel
project.

As a MARC commuter who travels through the existing tunnel daily during the working week, I support
adoption of one of the alternatives (3A. 3B. or 3C) over Alternative 1. the No-Build option. The No-Build
option is not a viable course of action because, as the DEIS indicates, the existing tunnel is over 140 years old
and is approaching the end of its useful life due to its general structural and physical condition; its capacity does
not support future demand for passenger and freight rail transportation in the Northeast Corridor; and it
adversely impacts travel times with its 30 MPH speed restriction on a rail line otherwise offering speeds well in
excess of 100 MPH. Alternatives 3A, 3B, and 3C all appear to effectively address the issues with the existing
tunnel. All offer 50 MPH speeds, capacity increases, double-stack freight capability, and fresh infrastructure
with associated lower maintenance costs, among other benefits.

Of the three build alternatives, based on the data presented in the DEIS. Alternative 3A appears to be the most
cost=efTective option. It offers the lowest overall environmental impact (considering air quality, impact on
neighborhoods including environmental justice populations, impact on parks and historical structures, number
of existing businesses displaced, etc.) as well as the lowest capital cost to build, without requiring significant
additional travel time compared to the other options {only about 30 seconds longer compared to alteratives 3B
or 3C). It also does not require relocation or modification of the West Baltimore MARC station, as the other
two build alternatives do.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this significant project.

FEIS November 2016
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Thank you for your comment.

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes
resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.
The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Ill in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.

281



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS RESPONSES

DEIS Comment 75:

Response to Comment 1:

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project

are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the

Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north

1 ‘ ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate

Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 2:

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning
community impact, noise and vibration impacts, and community health, among others, as
described in Chapter VI. As part of the mitigation efforts, the Project sponsor would
provide coordination with local job training organizations to 1) facilitate targeted job
training by providing estimates of the type, number, and timing of jobs expected to be
created by project contractors, 2) include in construction contracts goals for nationally
targeted workers of social and economic disadvantage, and 3) require project contractors
to report on a regular basis their progress in meeting contract goals. The Project sponsor
will provide public reporting on job creation. These efforts are ongoing and are
documented in this FEIS as described in Chapter VI.
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DEIS Comment 76:

Baltimore & Potomac Tunnel Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
Comment Form

BaPRoie:

Only comments received by 5:00 p.m. on February 5, 2016 will be included in the Public Hearings Record
for the Baltimore & Potomac Tunnel Project.

PLEASE PRINT

Name: Organization:

Address:

City: State: Zip Code:

I/We wish to submit the following comments on this project:
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Response to Comment 1:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.
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DEIS Comment 77:

Thank you for your comment.
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DEIS Comment 78: Response to Comment 1:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. These could include
tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment and heavy-duty impulsive

2 equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed as Peak
Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per second
(ips). TBM vibrations during construction would generally be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and
thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the proposed tunnels. The TBM
would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration source would likely only be
felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves away from a given location. This
means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a day or two when tunneling is
continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by common activities such as
traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated here would be comparable
to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30 feet away from an
observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
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and access to increased freight capacity with double-decker containers.

11. Particularly glaring is the impact on the social cohesion of the Reservoir Hill community
by placing an imposing ventilation building smack dab in the middle of this neighborhood as
a central dominating influence and its air exhuasting centrally located in a dense populated
area. Not only does it not fit with the development of an organic farm bringing fresh produce
to neighbors and a native plant park for restoring nature to a dense urban setting, but
commercial development of this block of Whitelock Street is hard to imagine. The efforts to
secure tenants for an existing former auto repair building near Whitelock and Park is a good
example of the challenges to commercial development within a neighborhood rather than on
the periphery such as North Avenue and Druid Park Ave boundaries.

12. The potential damage to existing buildings along the proposed route and the social

7 cohesion of Penn-North and other fragile socio-political areas that need an infusion of factors
to build community does not justify the routes proposed.

13. There should have been several consultant organizations competing against each other for
the best routes instead on just one organization with an inherent interest in the construction of
same.

It is not that as a former Marc Train ride [ am against expanding passenger rail service and
improving service, but it seems that the addition of locometives that do not over heat in the

8 summer, that rain does not flood track and slow or prevent service, and that existing repairs of
the electrical lines between DC and Baltimore warrant consideration of improvements as well.
The limited scope of just looking at tunnels is shortsighted and denies an inclusive look at the
entire complex of factors affecting passenger rail service.

That the idea of improving the existing tunnel and expanding the tunnels is not in itself an
unworthy objective. It is a question for me of whether it is worth the tremendous dollars of
tax payver money for private enterprige to expand from two tunnels to four with heights to
accommodate freight at the expense of existing living dense populations that are sorely
discomfited by these proposed changes and the potential and actual damage to existing
structures.
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place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

Response to Comment 2:

As described in this FEIS, the initial range of alternatives was identified based on previous
studies and during the preliminary alternatives development phase of the Project. A total
of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build, Alternative
2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and fourteen new location alternatives. The
new location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous studies (Alternatives
3 through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project (Alternatives 8
through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to all of the 16
preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and Alternative 2:
Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on Environmental
Quiality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at Baltimore
Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable engineering
issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of alternatives
development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15 and 16 were all
found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Ill of the FEIS details the basis of elimination or
retention for each alternative.

Response to Comment 3:

The Purpose of the Project is to address the structural and operational deficiencies of the
existing B&P Tunnel and to accommodate future high-performance intercity passenger rail
service goals for the NEC, including:

e  Toreduce travel time through the B&P Tunnel and along the NEC,

e  Toaccommodate existing and projected travel demand for intercity and commuter
passenger services,

e  To eliminate impediments to existing and projected operations along the NEC, and

e  To provide operational reliability, while accounting for the value of the existing
tunnel as an important element of Baltimore’s rail infrastructure.
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In addition, the existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is approaching the end
of its useful life with regard to its physical condition. While the existing tunnel remains safe
for rail transportation, it requires substantial maintenance and repairs, and it does not
meet current design standards. The tunnel is considered to be structurally deficient due to
its age, the original design, and wear and tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and
unable to meet current and future rail demands. The Purpose and Need of the Project is
further defined in Chapter Il of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 4:

The build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the
Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would
allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional
connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific increase in
freight traffic are planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and operational
flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area without
impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the freight
railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the
near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including government
regulation, as well as market forces of rail transported materials such as coal, which
represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and
ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported that for the
first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent compared
to the same period in 2015. The combination of variables makes it virtually impossible to
accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of freight traffic is further
described in Chapter V.

Response to Comment 5:

The Northeast Corridor (NEC) faces serious challenges to meet current and projected travel
demand. Responding to these pressing issues, the FRA initiated the NEC FUTURE
Environmental Impact Statement as a comprehensive planning process for future
investment in the corridor. The NEC FUTURE identified the B&P Tunnel as one of the
segments along the NEC that faces capacity constraints and reliability challenges due to
multiple chokepoints and state-of-good-repair needs.

Consistent with NEC long-range planning needs identified in the NEC FUTURE Program, the
Project proposes a total of four tracks through Baltimore. The increased number of tracks
will eliminate a chokepoint and expand capacity to accommodate future high-frequency,
high-speed passenger train service anticipated on the NEC by 2040. Four tracks provide the
resiliency/redundancy needed to maintain rail traffic between the West Baltimore MARC
Station and Baltimore Penn Station and NEC connectivity in the event of interruptions to
service on any of the tracks. Four tracks also provide the ability for conflict-free operation
and separation of traffic types (intercity vs. commuter) which further improves operations,
reduces travel time, and accommodates over-takes of slower trains by faster trains.
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While reducing travel time through the B&P Tunnel is one of several goals of the Project, it
is not the reason that the Project was initiated. The existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140
years old and is approaching the end of its useful life with regard to its physical condition.
Please refer to Response to Comment 3 above for more information regarding Project
Purpose and Need.

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 6:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 7:

The build alternatives would impact the Midtown-Edmondson Historic District.
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would require demolition of nine historic
properties, located in the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood. The build alternatives
would also impact the Reservoir Hill Historic District as a result of the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility. The Intermediate Ventilation Facility would be constructed along 900-
940 West North Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), which would constitute a Section
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4(f) use resulting from demolition of a contributing resource. Further analysis of historic
properties is found in Chapter VI of this FEIS. Potential mitigation strategies include
historic property documentation, establishment of a historic properties preservation fund,
and interpretive signage. More information on potential Section 4(f) mitigation measures
are available in Chapter VI and Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 8:
This comment is beyond the purview of the B&P Tunnel Project.
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DEIS Comment 79:

Response to Comment 1:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
1 surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

A total of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build,
Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and fourteen new location
alternatives. The new location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous
studies (Alternatives 3 through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project
(Alternatives 8 through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to
all of the 16 preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and
Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at Baltimore
Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable engineering
issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of alternatives
development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15 and 16 were all
found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Ill of the FEIS details the basis of elimination or
retention for each alternative.
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DEIS Comment 80:

Brittany Rolf

From: Alan Pressman

Sent Thursday, February 25, 2016 11:14 PM

To: BPTunnel Information

Ce: Richard Gwynallen; Rev. Karen Brown

Subject: DEIS COMMENT

Attachments: RHIC Train Opposition Letter Signed Final pdf

To Whom It May Concem,

Please fnd abtached the RHIC resp to the Draft Er Impasgt and the current BP Tunnel plan,

Thank you,

Alan Pressman
Vice President - RHIC Board
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Response to Comment 1:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 2:

The three ventilation plant facilities would be subject to the operational noise level
standards included in the Noise Regulation of the Health Code of Baltimore City § 9-206
Noise Regulation, 2015. This regulation provides the noise limits for manufacturing,
commercial, and residential zones in Baltimore City— depending on the source of noise and
the types of adjacent land uses. For noise generated within residential zones, there is a
limit of 55 dBA at any point on the property line of the use.

Noise levels in the immediate vicinity of the ventilation plant buildings would be caused by
the continual operation of the ventilation fans within each facility. The horizontal fans
would operate periodically and would generate sound that would propagate through the
louvers at the top of the ventilation facilities. Fans would operate periodically when NO,
levels in the tunnel exceed a set threshold or in emergencies when smoke is present in the
tunnel. NO; levels are likely to be highest when the level of diesel locomotive operations is
highest, or when congestion causes trains to operate slowly or to idle in the tunnel.
However, there is not enough information currently available to determine how many
hours per day, on average, the fans would run and whether or not they would run during
the night.

The design standard for the ventilation facilities would limit the outdoor noise level, when
the fans are in operation, to Lmax 50 dBA at the facility property lines. 50 dBA is
approximately the noise produced by an indoor air conditioner at a distance of three feet.
To achieve the required reduction in noise level, cylindrical or rectangular sound
attenuators would be mounted directly to each fan or to the ductwork within the system.
In addition, the building itself would partially shield noise from the interior of the
ventilation plant, which would further reduce noise levels outside of the building. The
Preliminary Engineering Team has stated that the ventilation plant facilities, with
attenuators installed, will emit noise at 45 dBA. This would meet the design standard of
Lmax 50 dBA at the facility property lines (i.e., the noise level generated would be less than
the design standard).
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Response to Comment 3:

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality; emissions would fall within all
acceptable federal air quality standards. The maximum 1-hour NO, concentrations were
predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) threshold,
which have been set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO; were
modeled to be within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would
be within NAAQS, as NOx is the most strictly regulated air pollutant generated from diesel
locomotive operation. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis, including

3 ventilation plant air dispersion modeling.

The ventilation facilities would be an essential Life/Safety component of the build
alternatives, beyond their function of providing emergency access/egress for the tunnels.
The ventilation facilities would include an above-ground structure housing fans and
ancillary equipment, operations and control equipment, fire protection equipment, and

4 silencers and dampers. In the unlikely event of a fire, smoke could emerge from the vents,
as is the case with any structural fire. The ventilation facilities and fans are built so that
smoke emerging from the Tunnel would be projected up and away from the community. In
the very rare event of a tunnel fire, the path from a tunnel fire to the exhaust louvers is
long and circuitous, with many bends that reduce the ability of particles to travel through
the fans and louvers.

Response to Comment 4:

The build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the
Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would
allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional

5 connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific increase in
freight traffic are planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and operational
flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area without
impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the freight
railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the
near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including government
regulation, as well as market forces of rail transported materials such as coal, which
represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and
ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported that for the
first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent compared
to the same period in 2015. The combination of these variables makes it virtually
impossible to accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of freight
traffic is further described in Chapter V.

The Northeast Corridor (NEC) faces serious challenges to meet current and projected travel
demand. Responding to these pressing issues, the FRA initiated the NEC FUTURE
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Environmental Impact Statement as a comprehensive planning process for future
investment in the corridor. The NEC FUTURE identified the B&P Tunnel as one of the
segments along the NEC that faces capacity constraints and reliability challenges due to
multiple chokepoints and state-of-good-repair needs.

Consistent with NEC long-range planning needs identified in the NEC FUTURE Program, the
Project proposes a total of four tracks through Baltimore. The increased number of tracks
will eliminate a chokepoint and expand capacity to accommodate future high-frequency,
high-speed passenger train service anticipated on the NEC by 2040. Four tracks provide the
resiliency/redundancy needed to maintain rail traffic between the West Baltimore MARC
Station and Baltimore Penn Station and NEC connectivity in the event of interruptions to
service on any of the tracks. Four tracks also provide the ability for conflict-free operation
and separation of traffic types (intercity vs. commuter) which further improves operations,
reduces travel time, and accommodates over-takes of slower trains by faster trains.

NS has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing reasonable requests
for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials. Hazardous/flammable
materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and through the B&P Tunnel
subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations governing the proper
labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated materials or wastes. The rules
are explained at https.//www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,
chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation’s rail transportation system,
including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.

FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.

The number of variables involved makes it virtually impossible to accurately forecast
freight usage through the tunnel. Therefore, due to low probability of new freight
customers and the high cost of interconnecting freight lines with the NEC, Amtrak
anticipates that the number of freight trains using the new tunnel will remain unchanged
for the foreseeable future

Response to Comment 5:
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The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted, or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age), the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.
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DEIS Comment 81:

Thank you for your comment.
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DEIS Comment 82:

Thank you for your comment.
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DEIS Comment 83:

Response to Comment 1:

As described in Chapter Il of the FEIS, Alternative 2: Reconstruct/Modernize Existing
Tunnel was eliminated from further consideration for specific engineering and operational
reasons. Due to the shallow depth of the existing tunnel, the only viable construction
approach is open excavation along the entire tunnel length. This excavation would have
significant impacts on the community, including:

. Full or partial closure of Wilson Street, Winchester Street, and numerous cross
streets throughout construction;

e No parking along Wilson Street or Winchester Street during construction;

e Limitations for residential and commercial access along Wilson Street and
Winchester Street during construction;

. Minor impacts to four parks—Eutaw Place Median Park, Park Avenue Median Park,

1 Mount Royal Median Park, and Fitzgerald Park;

e Substantial residential property impacts; and

e  Severe impacts to North Avenue, central Light Rail line, and CSX Main Line
operations due to open cut construction through North Avenue, light rail, and CSX
track beds.

Additionally, for construction to advance, at minimum, one track would have to be
removed from service. It would be impossible to provide adequate NEC service using a
single track, particularly as ridership and train frequency increase over time.

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes
resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.
The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Ill in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.
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Brittany Rolf
From: Elizabeth Ryan <
Sent: Friday, February 26, 2016 3:42 PM
To: BPTunnel Information; Odessa Phillip
Ce: Flint Arthur
Subject: DEIS Comment
Attachments: Nine!jpa

Dear BP Project Team,
My name is Elizabeth Rvan and I am a resident of e, arow house in Reservoir Hill, just
one block from where you are proposing to build a ventilation plant.

Owning a home was a lifelong dream for my husband and me. After paving rent in American cities for the past
20 years, we finally got the chance 1o make our dream come true, thanks to the Healthy Neighborhoods Loan
program. We have spent the last vear. designing and diligently managing a massive renovation to transform this
onece dilapidated house into a home for our family. One of the design details we included was a new side door
on the southemn side of the house so that we can walk out our kitchen and harvest vegetables from the raised
beds we plan to plant there. In December 2013, we finally moved in with our infant son, Giancarlos. I've a
attached is a photo of him at Christmastime.

Despite everything we went through to become homeowners, our arrival in the neighborhood felt like an
affirmation, thanks 1o the reception we received from our neighbors. I've lived in more places than 1 can count,
and never before have we had such warm, community-oriented neighbors. We've already helped one another
shovel, exchanged keys, shared pot luck dinners and borrowed ladders.

It therefore comes as a shock to us that you would even propose putting our family's health, our community's
on plant. Our home would be

well-being and our financial future at risk with the proposed tunnels and ventils
one block from the ventilation plant. The proposed tunnels, which would run directly below our house, a mere

60 feet beneath our feet.

We did not purchase a home above a tunnel used to transport hazardous materials; we chose a house in a quiet
neighborhood one block from the Central Park of Baltimore. We did not choose a home for our newborn ear a
significant source of carcinogenic emissions; we added extra insulation to the walls of his room to ensure that
he would never be cold. We did not buy a house in a place that no one loves: we chose a community where
residents are committed to one another and to developing a vibrant commercial strip--on Whitelock Street.

When considering the ‘cost’ of a project such as this, there are powerful forces shaping the analysis, vested in an
outcome that treats public comments such as this as perfunctory. But the costs to our family, our neighborhood,
our health and our financial future are not intangible or irrelevant. They are devastating and irrevocable, I hope
vou will honestly explore those impacts before reaching vour final decision, and ask vourself how you would
feel if someone proposed this in vour neighborhood?

Elizabeth Ryan, Carlos Payes and Giancarlos Payes

Baltimore, MDD 21217
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Response to Comment 1:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 2:

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.

The build alternatives will have an average tunnel depth of 115 feet. All of the proposed
project infrastructure will be designed, constructed, and maintained using proven modern
design and safety standards. The Project will be designed in accordance with applicable
regulations, oversight agency guidance, and knowledge of safety standards to ensure
optimal conditions and safety throughout construction.

Response to Comment 3:

NS has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing reasonable requests
for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials. Hazardous/flammable
materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and through the B&P Tunnel
subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations governing the proper
labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated materials or wastes. The rules are
explained at https://www.fra.dot.qov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,
chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation s rail transportation system,

including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
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compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.

FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.

The number of variables involved makes it virtually impossible to accurately forecast
freight usage through the tunnel. Therefore, due to low probability of new freight
customers and the high cost of interconnecting freight lines with the NEC, Amtrak
anticipates that the number of freight trains using the new tunnel will remain unchanged
for the foreseeable future.

Chapter VI of this FEIS specifically reviewed Air Quality, Water, Soil, and Hazardous
Material impacts on Children’s Health. The build alternatives would pose no health or
safety risks that would disproportionately affect children. The build alternatives would
have no significant effects on air quality, as the net change in emissions of NO, VOC, and
PM, s between 2040 No-Build and the 2040 Build scenario would be below de minimis
levels (levels too low to measure or to have meaningful environmental or health impacts).
In accordance with the General Conformity Thresholds, it is unlikely that emissions
associated with the ventilation plants would cause, or substantially contribute to a
violation of NAAQS, established by the USEPA.

Response to Comment 4:

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning
community impact, noise and vibration impacts, and community health, among others, as
described in Chapter VI. The Project Team has met with community members on two
occasions: May 10 and May 31, 2016, to discuss Project mitigation as described in Chapter
VII. These efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS.
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DEIS Comment 85: Response to Comment 1:
: Z‘/ Regarding diesel emissions, when NO; levels are below applicable standards, other
RESIDENTS AGAINST THE TUNNELS ! e’ pollutants of concern are also within the appropriate range. As a result, when the Project
RATT Team analyzed predicted emissions from Ventilation Facilities, it focused on evaluating
Questions, for the hearings, concemning the proposed B & P tunnels impact NO
2.
SOLEDAD SALAME | MARK WEST, : MICHAEL KORYTA
The American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model
Page one of two (AERMOD) was used to evaluate the potential 1-hour NO, emissions from the Project.
AERMOD is the US Environmental Protection Agency’s preferred and recommended air
H H H ", ” H
1 Beopciedssyimates si hat by 2000, e BAP THiels Wil Ve 238 i st thF Uk SR GV 20 Bore: SiHts the it 573 dispersion model. For the AERMOD analysis, a “worst case” scenario was analyzed
1 miles long, this equates to generating, and concentrating, 676 miles worth of toxic diesel exhaust in the tunnels every day. aSSuming an average of ten diesel trains per hour operating between the hours of 6:00 am
1A - Exactly how much of this 676 miles warth of pollution will be released through the center vent and spread over aur community sach and 7:00 pm (peak hours of operation). No diesel operations were assumed from 10:00 pm
day? to 3:00 am, and partial operations (i.e., five diesel trains per hour) were assumed for the
All Reservoir Hillis very worried, because the vent is like 2 giant exhaust pipe located in the very heart of our neighborhoed. The I’emaining time. Air emissions from the diesel train Opel’ations were assumed to exit
building’s huge footprint would wipe out almast half of our, much loved, park and farm on Whitelock Street and the farm produce will ilati iliti icci
i B Grow dliecthy urdr tis pallution. through the north and south portals and from all three ventilation facilities. The emissions
The enormous, five story bullding would loom ominously over the historic architecture and degrade its beauty by justaposition. Nat anly associated with the proposed portals and ventilation facilities would not result in adverse
will what fittle park remains be ruined by the noise & gasses but the residents in that area, John Eager Howard Elementary Schoal, Saint . . . . . .
Francls Center and Historic Gertrude Stein Retreat House will be heavily impacted. impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO2 concentrations were predicted to be
) i i ) . below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards threshold levels that were set to
2 2- Technology is changing at a fast pace, moving toward a more sustainable environment. It is very short sighted that diesel passenger trains . ) ) . ) .
will still be passing through the tunnels. These trains should be state of the art, electric passenger trains that will comply with the highest Safeguard pUbllC health. Air d|5p9r5|0n mode“ng results are in Chapter VI.
standards we can envision.
2A- What plans are in place to correct this eversight and address the universal optifum standards for future development? The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
3 3 3A-What are the specific particulate matters, corrosive gasses and acldie gasses that will emerge from the center vent, and in what portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. National Ambient Air Quality
amounts, when the tunnels are in thelr full proieted operation? Standards have been established for six common air pollutants, referred to as criteria
38 -Which of these substances are damaging 1o - A - health concerns (respiratory & cancer rates, development of children & infants) - b pollutants--carbon monoxide (CO), lead, nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone, particulate matter
food farming, parks and gardens - C — aci i histori It . . . . . .
and gardens- C - 0 erosion to our histeric architectyre and how? (PM) which includes particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less (PM10) and
4- cl:;:;:::aﬁvb:kﬁﬁm: rlxall::lon: Maﬂan:_h:szostr:eﬁunu sites; It is one aof the most contaminated areas in the United States, Not PM2.5, and sulfur dioxide (SO2). Nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic compound
» Maryland also has one of the highest incidents in cancer; one in every five women has breast . Neigh i : i i i
4 respiratory challenges could be driven aut of their hames. ' PeRAsT cancer. Nelghbors with (VOC). The maximum 1-hour NO, concentrations were predicted to be below the National
. Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) threshold. NAAQS are set to safeguard public
dn:wwawum;we_mw risks from the additional emissions through the tunnals & vents and how Q v ( Q ) sy Q g P . .
will it atfect the health of the residents and kids living near a1l these fumes? E— = health. Because the concentrations of NO, were within acceptable levels, all other criteria
5 - L
5 SA- Isthere any study being dane to calculate the stress damage, to Baltimore citizens, from prychological stress from worrving that train pollutant concentrations would be within acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter Vi
carrying potentially explosive & toxic freight will be directly under our homes? provides details of the air quality analysis, including ventilation plant air dispersion
6 6= BA-What conditions would require evacuations and plans to house residents, and schools, and for how long? modeling.
68 -_h!r'wr:zi—wmr_eﬁﬁmasmm:amrg explasions, caustic fumes, acid fumes, poisonous gases, The proposed tunnel ventilation system would be designed such that ventilated air will
smoke, oil fumes, radipactive and bio hazard rel 7 . . . . . . .
R Sl meet federal air quality standards without the use of a filtration system. The ventilation
7 7A- Iftherewere an explosion, ke the so caled “BOMB TRAIN® th » system would be designed to dilute and disperse pollutant levels, so the air quality
! ] , s0¢al * that exploded in Canada, killing citizens & d i i
7 miles of the cammunity, what would happen to residents along the tunnels? e st er ol sguire standards would be met at any location where people may be exposed-
78 - Would the tunne| collapse and/or the vents have a meftdown and cease to function . . ol ity
7 i et The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
- Woild debris shrapnel flames & polson gasses be blown out the ends and vents lik i ? i i i i i
Piease clarify this scenarfo because the mspem,iwenmﬁdentsadmlm‘f'::ﬂﬂ;iﬁaﬁ':m:;l";;& Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
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RESIDENTS AGAINST THE TUNNELS r}b‘%r
RATT ¢
Questicns for the hearing conrernine the nroncsed B & P tunnels
SOLEDAD SALAME - = MARK WEST - +and MICHAEL KORYTA

Fage two of two
B-  74-What 24/7 emergency warnings siren systerns are planned to alert reskdents?

7B - Will there be clearly marked emergency evacuation route signs to direct us, in case we have to evacuate?

9 ‘ 8- 9A - Will B&P provide 24/7 visible digital air quality signs, near the vents and entrances, that link the vent emissions to citywide air quality

manitaring, and alert citizens with respiratory conditions about the dangerous additional levels of emissions, near the vents, whenever there
are critical alr quality alerts?

10- 94 - What are the projected plans for oil and compressed gases to be transported to the harbor thrgugh the 4 tun feed the proposed

10 Sparrow’s Point ol shipping terminal and oil tankers in the Chesapeake Bay?

9B — How will the Chesapeake Bay restoration be impacted by trains delivering ol to tankers In its waters and has anyene addressed their
consarvation Qrougs?

9C - Has_not oil shipment through the bay actually been a major part of the agenda to develop the tunnels from the very inception of the

nel planning ?

90— Why has Maryland Dept, of Transportation not had representatives from the fraight industry, to inform the public about their part it of

the tunnels, included in their presentations ?
- Whin two tunnels suddenty morphed into FOUR, half way through the presentations, Baltimore residents became suspect that the

pu bI i has been vietim of a “bait & Switch” trick. It appears that the, whitewashed, freight agenda is dispuised as Maryland Department of
Transportation_and will have little impact, which would not be the case. What explanation is there for this seemingly deceptive

procedure?,
11 11- 11A - Why can't the twa freight tunnels be loc from Baltimore's, economically challenged, high density populated areas, and

neighborhoods, to eliminate social discrimination and @temlal environmental disasters?
If there were only two passenger tunnels the lines could go directly to Pennsylvania Station, more ideally, under Morth Avenue. Secondly,
to eliminate pollution, the trains should be electric.

12 12- 12-ALa

¢ﬂa.!s~ 3

13 13- 13A- Given the history of disaster events that have occurred in the existing tunnels, with two freight trains a day, how many incidents are
expected with the projected, estimated increase of traffic to 338 trains in four tunnels every day?

14 14- 144 - Wil I ing the economic & psychological cost of the demoralizing effect the tunnels have on our resldents of
Resarvoir Hill, How da the wnanels discourage hope and development?

15 15- 15A - For many residents, their home is a major part of their financial security. How will fear of the tunnels devaluate properties and take
money and hope from the current residents who have worked so hard, for so many years, to make Reservoir Hill 2 desirable place to lve?

16 16- 16A - Why is the train being routed in such a way that affects so many poor and mingrity residents and avoids the more affluent
neighborhoods surrounding the propose routes?

17 17- 17A- Fragile historic homes are part of the urban envirenment all along the tunnel pathways, Soft, low fire bricks, marble, sandstone and
limestone, all susceptible to ackd erosion, are the primary building materials used in these houses; what, long term, damaging effects will the

acidic and particulate pollution have on the fabric of cur houses?

Our houses all shake when trucks and busses pass by and we all have cracks from their vibrations. We think that we will experience
irraversible deterioration from construction and vibrations, especially if the four tunnels are handling hundreds of trains a day.
We feel there is no acceptable compensation for the damages and don’t want the tunnels under Baltimore residential neighborhoods.

Thank you for your time and attention to addressing our concerns.
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Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 2:

The type of locomotive traveling through the tunnel is determined by the train service
operator. As per the 2040 projections, of the 388 daily vehicles running through the
Tunnel, 222 will be electric (Acela, NE Regional, and Metropolitan), and 166 will be diesel
(2 freight and 164 MARC). Please refer to Chapter VI for additional information.

Response to Comment 3:

Analysis of ventilation plant emissions included an air dispersion modeling analysis, which
followed the latest US Environmental Protection Agency modeling guidelines for predicting
air quality effects for regulated pollutants. The results of the analysis were compared to
the stringent 1-hour NO, National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) of 100 parts per
billion (ppb) as opposed to the annual standard of 53 ppb. Emission studies have
demonstrated that if NO, concentrations are maintained within acceptable levels, then
other pollutant concentrations associated with diesel exhaust emissions will also be within
acceptable limits. The maximum predicted 1-hour NO, concentration from the three
ventilation facilities as well as north and south portals was 12.8 ppb. When added to the
NO; background concentration of 51 ppb, the total predicted 1-hour concentration
amounted to 63.8 ppb, which is below the NAAQS of 100 ppb. The maximum predicted 1-
hour NO; concentration of the intermediate ventilation plant is 2.9 ppb and when
combined with NO, background concentration of 51 ppb the total NO, concentration
would be 53.9 ppb, below the NAAQS threshold limits of 100 ppb.

Response to Comment 4:

Children’s Health was assessed for Air Quality, Water, Soil and Hazardous Material and is
described in Chapter VI of this FEIS. build alternatives would pose no health or safety risks
that would disproportionately affect children. The build alternatives would have no
significant effects on air quality, as the net change in emissions of NO, VOC, and PM, 5
between 2040 No-Build and the 2040 Build scenario would be below de minimis levels
(levels too low to measure or to have meaningful environmental or health impacts). In
accordance with the General Conformity Thresholds, it is unlikely that emissions associated
with the ventilation plants would cause, or substantially contribute to a violation of
NAAQS, established by the USEPA. No sole source aquifers, active water supply reservoirs,
or wells are located near the Project. The Project will have no impact to potable water. 112
sites of concern were identified within 1 mile of the Preferred Alternative; once type and
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extent of contamination and details of construction are known, potential risk and exposure
can be assessed and appropriate documentation in place.

The Project meets air quality standards; therefore, public alerts regarding emissions will
not be required.

Response to Comment 5:
No impacts to public health are anticipated. For more information, please refer to Chapter
VI.

The build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the
Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would
allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional
connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific increase in
freight traffic are planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and operational
flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area without
impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the freight
railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the
near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including government
regulation, as well as market forces of rail transported materials such as coal, which
represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and
ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported that for the
first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent compared
to the same period in 2015. The combination of these variables makes it virtually
impossible to accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of freight
traffic is further described in Chapter V.

NS has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing reasonable requests
for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials. Hazardous/flammable
materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and through the B&P Tunnel
subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations governing the proper
labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated materials or wastes. The rules are
explained at https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,

chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation s rail transportation system,

including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.
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FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection

The number of variables involved makes it virtually impossible to accurately forecast
freight usage through the tunnel. Therefore, due to low probability of new freight
customers and the high cost of interconnecting freight lines with the NEC, Amtrak
anticipates that the number of freight trains using the new tunnel will remain unchanged
for the foreseeable future.

Response to Comment 6:

To minimize risk to the public, FRA requires a range of measures, including emergency
response information and safety and security plans. Local first responders receive training
in hazardous materials incidents for specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. The build
alternatives would be designed and constructed in compliance with all current standards
relative to Fire Life and Safety, which includes compliance with the National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA). Emergency access/egress for pedestrians would be accomplished via
emergency exits no farther than 2,500 feet apart or cross-passages between tunnels every
800 feet or less, or in some situations, a combination of both. For the Preferred Alternative,
three locations would be provided for emergency egress to the surface, working with cross-
passages in the tunnels. The emergency egress to ground level would be provided at the
south portal Ventilation Facility, via the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, and at the north
portal Ventilation Facility.

The ventilation facilities would be an essential Life/Safety component of the build
alternatives, beyond their function of providing emergency access/egress for the tunnels.
The ventilation facilities would include an above-ground structure housing fans and
ancillary equipment, operations and control equipment, fire protection equipment, and
silencers and dampers. In the unlikely event of a fire, smoke could emerge from the vents,
as is the case with any structural fire. The ventilation facilities and fans are built so that
smoke emerging from the Tunnel would be projected up and away from the community.

Response to Comment 7:

The Project has been planned mostly underground in order to avoid greater impacts to the
community. Fire in a tunnel is much less damaging to a community than an above-ground
track running through the neighborhood The new B&P Tunnel will be designed to be better
equipped and prepared than the current B&P Tunnel.

In terms of structural integrity, all of the proposed Project infrastructure will be designed,
constructed, and maintained using proven modern design and safety standards. The
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Project will be designed in accordance with applicable regulations, oversight agency
guidance, and knowledge of safety standards to ensure optimal safety.

In the very rare event of a tunnel fire, the path from a tunnel fire to the exhaust louvers is
long and circuitous, with many bends that reduce the ability of particles to travel through
the fans and louvers.

Response to Comment 8:

In the event of an emergency, local first responders will alert the community. Evacuation
routes, if needed, would be established following an event. Evacuation routes cannot be
established prior to knowledge of the location of the event.

Response to Comment 9:
As stated above, the Project meets air quality standards; therefore, public alerts regarding
emissions will not be required.

Response to Comment 10:

For the past several years, only one local freight train (Norfolk Southern) has been
operating through the B&P Tunnel daily, serving customers south of the B&P Tunnel
between Baltimore and Washington, DC. Currently, cargos to/from specific railroad
customers of the freight trains that pass through the B&P Tunnel include vegetable oil,
plastic pellets, paper, lumber, and produce. However, there are no regulations or
restrictions which would preclude other forms of freight cargo on these trains, providing
the material is moved in accordance with federal transportation rules.

As stated above, Amtrak anticipates that the number of freight trains using the new tunnel
will remain unchanged for the foreseeable future.

The Project was initiated because the B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is
approaching the end of its useful life with regard to its physical condition. While the
existing tunnel remains safe for rail transportation, it requires substantial maintenance and
repairs, and it does not meet current design standards. The tunnel is considered to be
structurally deficient due to its age, the original design, and wear and tear. The tunnel is
also functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and future rail demands. The
Purpose and Need of the Project is further defined in Chapter Il of this FEIS.

Representatives from Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) and the Federal
Railroad Administration were present at various meetings on 10/15/2014, 05/20/2015,
06/17/2015, 04/20/2016, and 06/17/2015, respectively. MDOT tracks the movement of
freight within the State and works with the local jurisdictions to ensure that plans are in
placed in the event of an accident involving freight trains.
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The Northeast Corridor (NEC) faces serious challenges to meet current and projected travel
demand. Responding to these pressing issues, the FRA initiated the NEC FUTURE
Environmental Impact Statement as a comprehensive planning process for future
investment in the corridor. The NEC FUTURE identified the B&P Tunnel as one of the
segments along the NEC that faces capacity constraints and reliability challenges due to
multiple chokepoints and state-of-good-repair needs.

Consistent with NEC long-range planning needs identified in the NEC FUTURE Program, the
Project proposes a total of four tracks through Baltimore. The increased number of tracks
will eliminate a chokepoint and expand capacity to accommodate future high-frequency,
high-speed passenger train service anticipated on the NEC by 2040. Four tracks provide the
resiliency/redundancy needed to maintain rail traffic between the West Baltimore MARC
Station and Baltimore Penn Station and NEC connectivity in the event of interruptions to
service on any of the tracks. Four tracks also provide the ability for conflict-free operation
and separation of traffic types (intercity vs. commuter) which further improves operations,
reduces travel time, and accommodates over-takes of slower trains by faster trains.

Response to Comment 11:

As described in this FEIS, the initial range of alternatives was identified based on previous
studies and during the preliminary alternatives development phase of the Project. A total
of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build, Alternative
2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and fourteen new location alternatives. The
new location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous studies (Alternatives
3 through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project (Alternatives 8
through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to all of the 16
preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and Alternative 2:
Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on Environmental
Quality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at Baltimore
Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable engineering
issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of alternatives
development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15 and 16 were all
found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Il of the FEIS details the basis of elimination or
retention for each alternative.

Response to Comment 12:

As described above, currently, cargo to/from specific railroad customers of the freight
trains that pass through the B&P Tunnel include vegetable oil, plastic pellets, paper,
lumber, and produce. However, there are no regulations or restrictions which would
preclude other forms of freight cargo on these trains, providing the material is moved in
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accordance with federal transportation rules. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous
variables, including government regulation, as well as market forces of rail transported
materials such as coal, which represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude
oil/crude industrials sands and ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department
of Energy reported that for the first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation
decreased 45 percent compared to the same period in 2015. The combination of these
variables makes it virtually impossible to accurately forecast freight usage through the
tunnel. Variability of freight traffic is further described in Chapter V.

Response to Comment 13:

It is not clear what disaster events are being referenced. It is not possible to project the
number of incidents in the tunnel. Potential incidents would be less likely due to the
updated design and modern construction of the tunnel.

Response to Comment 14:
The requested psychological study is beyond the scope of the National Environmental
Policy Act.

The economic and housing markets in Reservoir Hill are subject to many variables and
externalities outside of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or
measure the future economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.

Response to Comment 15:
Please refer to the comment above.

Response to Comment 16:

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes
resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.
The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Ill in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.

Under Executive Order (12898), federal agencies are required to identify and address
disproportionately high and adverse effects of federal projects on the health or
environment of minority and low-income populations to the greatest extent practicable
and permitted by law. The Department of Transportation’s environmental justice initiatives
accomplish this goal by involving the potentially affected public in developing
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transportation projects that fit harmoniously within their communities without sacrificing
safety or mobility.

The B&P Project Team has performed an Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis consistent with
EO 12898 and subsequent USDOT Orders. A critical component of the EO on environmental
justice is public outreach. The Project Team has engaged extensively with the community
throughout the development of the Project, as detailed in Chapter VIIl. Meetings were held
with local officials; public, local, and regional organizations; government agencies; and
representatives of affected EJ communities along the evaluated alternative alignment.
Three Public Open Houses, as well as ten community meetings, have been held where the
public was given the opportunity to learn about the project development in-person, ask
questions, and engage in discussions with the Project Team. The Project Team also
attended several local community association meetings with environmental justice
populations to present information on the Project and respond to questions in smaller,
neighborhood-focused settings. Additionally, the Project Team attended meetings at the
request of the following organizations: Residents Against the Tunnel (RATT) on May 24,
2016 at the Beth AM Synagogue; No Boundaries Coalition on June 14, 2016 at St. Peter’s
Clavier Church; and Baltimore City Public Schools on June 16, 2016 at John Eager Howard
Elementary School.

Direct mailings to residents in the Study Area included property owners within one-quarter
mile of the build alternatives, as well as additional properties within the south portal area
that could potentially be impacted by the Project. The Project website continues to post
meeting notices, Project information, and avenues to comment. Publications including
print advertisements, newsletters, and fliers have been distributed at transit hub locations,
educational facilities, libraries, senior homes, shopping centers, laundromats, places of
worship, and other organizations.

The Project Team studied community composition in the areas affected by the build
alternatives. It reviewed data from the American Community Survey 2009-2013 for
minority and low-income populations, the National Center for Educational Statistics,
government-assisted housing programs, historical references, city officials, field visits, and
community meetings. From this information, the Project Team learned that of the 77
Census Block Groups in the Study Area, 72 contain minority race and/or ethnicity
populations of 50 percent or more. Thirty-six Census Block Groups contain 32 percent or
higher low-income households. More information can be found in Chapter V of this FEIS.

Because the build alternatives are located almost entirely within EJ communities within the
Study Area, the effects would be borne primarily by minority and low-income populations.
For the Preferred Alternative, neighborhood and community facility impacts would
primarily occur at the north portal within the Jones Falls area neighborhood, the south
portal within the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood, and the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility location within the Reservoir Hill neighborhood. The Preferred Alternative would
result in 22 residential and 6 commercial property displacements. Four places of worship in
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the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood would be displaced. There would be high and
adverse effects to EJ populations from noise, as well as medium and adverse effects to EJ
populations from visual quality due to the placement of a ventilation facility. Alternative 3A
would displace no residential buildings, and Alternative 3C would displace 12 residential
buildings.

As the Project is advanced to the design phase and if funding is available, the Project
sponsor would carry out mitigation measures and would continue to work with the
community in order to minimize impacts. The vast majority of this Project will be
underground which would reduce the overall impact to the communities. The Project
sponsor will also establish a fund to support community development within affected
communities, as well as a fund for maintenance of and improvement to publicly-owned
parks and recreational facilities within % mile of the Project alignment. The Project will
coordinate with local job training organizations to facilitate targeted job training and
include construction contract goals for workers of social and economic disadvantage. The
Project sponsor will also provide relocation protections to property owners and tenants
pursuant to the Uniform Relocation Act. For more information, please refer to Chapter VII
of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 17:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.
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Response to Comment 1:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

310



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS
DEIS Comment 87:
Brittany Rolf
From: Sharon Snead < _ t>
Sent: Friday, February 26, 2016 4:14 PM
To: BPTunnel Informaticn
Ce:
Subject: DEIS Comment

As co-owners of 2 3, Baltimore, Maryland 21217, my sister and | vehemently oppose the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Baltimore and Potomac (B&P) Tunnel Project which so
adversely and negatively impacts our Reservoir Hill historic homes, businesses, schools, and community farm.

As residents of this community for 32+ years, we've invested an inordinate amount of sweat equity to
preserve/maintain the safety, integrity and well-being of our homes (as well as our persons) - - many times
supplementing lacking and/or non-existing city resources/services for which we have already paid taxes.

In 1983, property values were the lowest ever due to violent crime, vacant housing, rampant drugs and a lack
of viable businesses - including a dearth of markets and convenience stores. Today our homes have historical
preservation status (comparable to Bolton Hill and Mt Royal), property values have skyrocketed, many vacant
homes have been renovated/restored and are now occupied; and there are now cafes, coffee shops,
restaurants and the Whitelock Street Community Farm. In addition, the annual Reservoir Hill Garden Tour has
become very successfulf/profitable and the John Eager Howard Elementary Schoaol is finally scheduled for long
overdue renovations.

After attending many B&P Tunnel meetings, it has now become increasingly clear, unfortunately, this project
is now focused unjustly on the poor and minority residents of Reservoir Hill after Bolton Hill and Mt. Royal
residents managed to successfully lobby against those alternatives which would have adversely impacted their
neighborhoods - - this is an economic injustice to Reservoir Hill.

As a federal employee, | spent half of my 34+ career commuting between Baltimore (Reservoir Hill) and DC on
the MARC and the service was accessible and convenient; however, | can also painfully recall many
late/delayed/cancelled passenger trains due to freight train issues. My family and | also enjoy use of AMTRAK
to visit family in NJ/Christmas in NY and recognize the need to upgrade an aging system; however, there must
be other alternatives and/or options that would be less disruptive to our homes, personal well-being, and
public safety.

Therefore, respectfully recommend/request your re-visiting your project alternatives and assessment of
environmental considerations to find those which are less damaging to the moral fabric of our livelihood in
Reservoir Hill. Thank you for your time and attention to this matter.

Sharon Jones Snead
Saundra V. Jones

Co-owners, , Baltimore, Maryland 21217 (Reservoir Hill)
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Response to Comment 1:

The existing B&P Tunnel tracks are in Bolton Hill. Options as to where the new B&P Tunnel
should reside are limited. Due to the geography and the shallowness of the area beneath
Bolton Hill, this area was not a feasible option for the proposed tunnel, whereas the area
underneath Reservoir Hill is deeper and more practicable.

Under Executive Order (12898), federal agencies are required to identify and address
disproportionately high and adverse effects of federal projects on the health or
environment of minority and low-income populations to the greatest extent practicable
and permitted by law. The Department of Transportation’s environmental justice initiatives
accomplish this goal by involving the potentially affected public in developing
transportation projects that fit harmoniously within their communities without sacrificing
safety or mobility.

The B&P Project Team has performed an Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis consistent with
EO 12898 and subsequent USDOT Orders. A critical component of the EO on environmental
justice is public outreach. The Project Team has engaged extensively with the community
throughout the development of the Project, as detailed in Chapter VIII. Meetings were held
with local officials; public, local, and regional organizations; government agencies; and
representatives of affected EJ communities along the evaluated alternative alignment.
Three public open houses and ten community meetings were held where the public was
given the opportunity to learn about the project development, ask questions, and engage
in discussions with the Project Team. The Project Team also attended several local
community association meetings with environmental justice populations to present
information on the Project and respond to questions in smaller, neighborhood-focused
settings. Additionally, the Project Team attended meetings at the request of the following
organizations: Residents Against the Tunnel (RATT) on May 24, 2016 at the Beth AM
Synagogue; No Boundaries Coalition on June 14, 2016 at St. Peter Claver Church; and
Baltimore City Public Schools on June 16, 2016 at John Eager Howard Elementary School.
Direct mailings to residents in the Study Area included property owners within one-quarter
mile of the build alternatives, as well as additional properties within the south portal area
that could potentially be impacted by the Project. The Project website continues to post
meeting notices, Project information, and avenues to comment. Publications including
print advertisements, newsletters, and fliers have been distributed at transit hub locations,
educational facilities, libraries, senior homes, shopping centers, laundromats, places of
worship, and other organizations.

The Project Team studied community composition in the areas affected by the build
alternatives. It reviewed data from the American Community Survey 2009-2013 for
minority and low-income populations, the National Center for Educational Statistics,
government-assisted housing programs, historical references, city officials, field visits, and
community meetings. From this information, the Project Team learned that of the 77
Census Block Groups in the Study Area, 72 contain minority race and/or ethnicity
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populations of 50 percent or more. Thirty-six Census Block Groups contain 32 percent or
higher low-income households. More information can be found in Chapter V of this FEIS.

Because the build alternatives are located almost entirely within EJ communities within the
Study Area, the effects would be borne primarily by minority and low-income populations.
For the Preferred Alternative, neighborhood and community facility impacts would
primarily occur at the north portal within the Jones Falls area neighborhood, the south
portal within the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood, and the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility location within the Reservoir Hill neighborhood. The Preferred Alternative would
result in 22 residential and 6 commercial property displacements. Four places of worship in
the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood would be displaced. There would be high and
adverse effects to EJ populations from noise, as well as medium and adverse effects to EJ
populations from visual quality due to the placement of a ventilation facility. Alternative 3A
would displace no residential buildings, and Alternative 3C would displace 12 residential
buildings.

As the Project is advanced to the design phase and if funding is available, the Project
sponsor would carry out mitigation measures and would continue to work with the
community in order to minimize impacts. The vast majority of this Project will be
underground which would reduce the overall impact to the communities. The Project
sponsor will also establish a fund to support community development within affected
communities, as well as a fund for maintenance of and improvement to publicly-owned
parks and recreational facilities within % mile of the Project alignment. The Project will
coordinate with local job training organizations to facilitate targeted job training and
include construction contract goals for workers of social and economic disadvantage. The
Project sponsor will also provide relocation protections to property owners and tenants
pursuant to the Uniform Relocation Act. For more information, please refer to Chapter VII
of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 2:

Consistent with Northeast Corridor (NEC) long-range planning needs identified in the NEC
FUTURE Program, the Project proposes a total of four tracks through Baltimore. The
increased number of tracks will eliminate a chokepoint and expand capacity to
accommodate future high-frequency, high-speed passenger train service anticipated on the
NEC by 2040. Four tracks provide the resiliency/redundancy needed to maintain rail traffic
between the West Baltimore MARC Station and Baltimore Penn Station and NEC
connectivity in the event of interruptions to service on any of the tracks. Four tracks also
provide the ability for conflict-free operation and separation of traffic types (intercity vs.
commuter) which further improves operations, reduces travel time, and accommodates
over-takes of slower trains by faster trains.

Amtrak’s first priority is to its passenger services. Therefore, although Amtrak must
accommodate requests from NS or other freight operators with trackage rights agreements
for additional train moves on the NEC, Amtrak need only schedule such moves as space
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between passenger trains can be made available. Where the freight operator and Amtrak
have a dispute about scheduling of freight moves, the Surface Transportation Board (STB)
adjudicates trackage rights agreements.

As described in this FEIS, the initial range of alternatives was identified based on previous
studies and during the preliminary alternatives development phase of the Project. A total
of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build, Alternative
2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and fourteen new location alternatives. The
14 new location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous studies
(Alternatives 3 through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project
(Alternatives 8 through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to
all of the 16 preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and
Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at Baltimore
Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable engineering
issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of alternatives
development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15 and 16 were all
found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Il of the FEIS details the basis of elimination or
retention for each alternative.
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DEIS Comment 88: Response to Comment 1:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.

Response to Comment 2:

The Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis in Chapter VI of this FEIS describes the
methodology for determining disproportionate impact to minority or economically
disadvantaged communities. EJ populations would experience impacts as a result of the
Project, including property acquisition; impacts to housing, land use/zoning, and
community facilities; changes in visual quality, and noise impacts as described in Chapter
VI. The Project Team has engaged extensively with the community throughout the
development of the Project, detailed in Chapter VIII. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with
community members and organizations and are documented in this FEIS.

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. These could include
tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment and heavy-duty impulsive
equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed as Peak
Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per second
(ips). TBM vibrations during construction would generally be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and
thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the proposed tunnels. The TBM
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would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration source would likely only be
felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves away from a given location. This
means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a day or two when tunneling is
continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by common activities such as
traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated here would be comparable
to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30 feet away from an
observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.
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DEIS Comment 89:
Brittany Rolf
From: Remington Stene < -
Sent: Friclay, February 26, zuLe 400 rm
To: BPTunrel Information
Subject: DEIS COMMENT

| wish to offer the following comments into the record regarding the Draft Ervironmental Impact Statement prepared for
the B&P Tunnel Project.

Having read almost all the materials offered and the citations of past studies, as well as engaged in conversations with
project engineers and planners, | find that this project is an elaborate deception to aver-forecast demand and over-build
capacity (for an admittedly problematic tunnel), in a way that will serve primarily to benefit freight rail interests at the
expense of both taxpayers and the residents of Reservoir Hill and Midiown-Edmondsan.

Capacity

Despite claims being made in Purpose and Meed, no actual projections appear to have been done that result in a need for
four single-bore tunnels that can each accommodate two trains. | have read through and listened to presentations
mertioning NEC Future reparts that state a 2040 demand level, only to investigate these and not find anything that
produces a need for these four tunnels. At best there is a citation to a MARC Growth and Investment Flan ... which again
does not show this need. Certainly it mentions a *desire* for four tracks on many parts of the Penn Line, and it notes past
15-year growth that *if* continued for 25 more years (a very dublous assumption) would net a doubling of ridership by
2040. But still this does not lead to the four-track projection. Mo mention is made of efforts to increase seating and cars on
each train-set, which have already netted the historic growth seen. Additionally the MARC service is almost entirely ina
single direction (Baltimore-area residents commuting to DC jobs) which is reflected in scheduling on both the Penn and
Camden lines. And yet the NEC Tier 1 Alternatives Report ludicrously suggests that service needs to be made bi-
directional to accommodate growth, with (again) no citations given (pg.41 Sec 4.3.1). | find myself having to hunt for
possible ways inwhich your reports might be justifying the demand increase without actually stating because, well, YOU
HAVEN'T SHOWN YOUR WORK that would lead to such a forecast. | asked several planners at a recent open house to
provide the citations which led to the four tunnels being needed. | left email address and phone number, but didn't hear
back. | was told vaguely that the NEC Future report said, even though past versions hadn't said this from what | could tell.
And | was told that maybe the recent revisions mentioned it (since a DEIS for that separate project had recently been
finished) but still | found nothing there.

| dug further into the NEC Future DEIS to see if | could at least appreciate the extra demand being forecast, even if no
true justification for four tunnels was being given, It's clear from Section 4, 2.4 that the only inputs inte this demand model
are population and employment forecasts FOR THE ENTIRE REGICN with base growth assumptions of 13% and 23%
respectively between 2013 and 2040. The report then briskly proceeds as if said figures (with high and low bounds) are
the inputs for demand. This is frankly ludicrous as the vast majority of growth taking place in our metro area (again, entire
region as defined by Metropolitan Statistical Areas in the Census) is accurring on the exurban and rural fringe, not close to
main infrastructure, and increasingly far from the downtown. While | wish this was not so (witness myself living less than a
mile from Penn Station) it is an obvious reality completely ignored by NEC Future. And worse, because the employment
growth in Washington DC is similarly slanted toward suburban and further areas, the point-to-point transit provided from
Baltimore Penn Station ta DC Union Station is almost entirely irrelevant to the growth that will be seen in these metro
areas. Any serious analysis of point-to-point commuter pairs would have shown this, but the NEC Future report does not
attempt anything like it

In addition to flawed demand estimates for additional tracks, the design is taking further steps to increase speed and
capacity well beyond what the existing two provide. This is of course natural to do when designing a new segment, but
perhaps unnecessary if four tunnels were to be built. Specifically the "design guideline” that requires two trains be able to
accupy a single bore at a given time looks unneeded. This requirement is single-handedly creating the need for a mid-line
vent plant which is creating so many negative impacts above ground in my neighborhood of Resenvoir Hill.

Freight
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Response to Comment 1:

The Northeast Corridor (NEC) faces serious challenges to meet current and projected travel
demand. Responding to these pressing issues, the FRA initiated the NEC FUTURE
Environmental Impact Statement as a comprehensive planning process for future
investment in the corridor. The NEC FUTURE identified the B&P Tunnel as one of the
segments along the NEC that faces capacity constraints and reliability challenges due to
multiple chokepoints and state-of-good-repair needs.

Consistent with NEC long-range planning needs identified in the NEC FUTURE Program, the
Project proposes a total of four tracks through Baltimore. The increased number of tracks
will eliminate a chokepoint and expand capacity to accommodate future high-frequency,
high-speed passenger train service anticipated on the NEC by 2040. Four tracks provide the
resiliency/redundancy needed to maintain rail traffic between the West Baltimore MARC
Station and Baltimore Penn Station and NEC connectivity in the event of interruptions to
service on any of the tracks. Four tracks also provide the ability for conflict-free operation
and separation of traffic types (intercity vs. commuter) which further improves operations,
reduces travel time, and accommodates over-takes of slower trains by faster trains.

Response to Comment 2:
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There have been clear attempts throughout this process to obscure the nature of these tunnels and their future use for
freight traffic. VWhile this DEIS is being done under the guise of passenger traffic need, the clear effect will be a dramatic
capacity boost for freight rail traffic that will partially solve the bottlenecks noted in 2005 and 2011 Baltimore Rail Metwaork
studies by the FRA. Obwiously the 2011 report noted a joint Great Circle tunnel as a solution to freight challenges, but this
2 DEIS acts as though freight needs had no part to play in the design. But if that were true then you could be designing the
bores =0 as not to accommodate double-stacking (Plate H). Furthermore there seems to be bad faith by the planners in
estimating environmental impacts from this project AS IF NO FREIGHT GROWTH were going to occur. Again this can't
possibly be the case with the massive capacity increase, and given that there is a longstanding stated demand for freight
infrastructure and replacement as noted in the 2005 and 2011 reports. If this new tunnel is being built to solve passenger
and freight challenges then the DEIS must be written in a way that addresses the reality of future freight traffic. Meanwhile
the public statements of planners have been that future freight traffic would be based on "market demand,” trying to
obscure that there would abviously be massive excess capacity for such freight traffic.

Pollution

The DEIS is shockingly deficient in its estimates of pollution impacts. First it includes only an estimate only of the total
additional tons of harmful emissions, with not the slightest concern for where these additional emissions are likely to go.
While the emissions are assumed to be spread across the entire project area (2+ miles), in reality there are only three
possible venting points from the tunnel, and only one of these that will actively be blowing emissions out into a

neighborhood. This analysis provides absolutely no estimate on what the air that residents breathe will be like, which
3 should be clearly stated in ppm or ppb (parts per million or billion) for before and after build scenarios, and at multiple
distances surrounding the vent and tunnel entrances. THIS IS A POINT SOURCE POLLUTION because it is coming
directly from these three places!. MNothing could support an estimate that a doubling of pollutants will lead to a simple
double increase across the entire area, since in the current scenario no estimate is made of ppm or ppb around these
points. Even more disgracefully, the analysis assumes that freight traffic will stay static at 2 trains per day, a laughable
assumption. Mo estimate is made of how much more polluting a freight train is compared to a MARC diesel train or an
Amtrak electric.

In ry neighborhood of Resenvoir Hill you plan to construct a vent that will be in the very certer of our neighborhood,
adjacent to the Saint Francis Neighborhood Center and the several dozen children who use it, adjacent to German Park,
and a block from John Eager Howard Elementary School and the hundreds of children there. | would very much like to
know how many more respiratory diseases, cases of asthma, and other harmful impacts we should expect,

Land Use

Perhaps most troubling to me is the way in which your planners have totally ignored the history, current use, and future
plans for the vent site directly in the middle of our neighborhood. It appears serious efforts were made to disguise your
intentions for the site in the lead-up planning, as several city Flanning and Housing officials stated they were not aware or
were not consulted about the site. Instead your analysis matrix assumes that the site is a single parcel having no
economic value and no use at present, neither economic or park, and thus leoking attractive as you try to justify a vent

4 pant In actuality this is a linchpin site for any future residential and commercial development of this neighborhood,
holding the key to both redevelopment of vacant houses and lots, and necessary to stop any further deterioration

Some history first - this site and the Whitelock corridor used to be the heart of the neighborhood with a mix of
commercial buildings and residences, And it was one of the unfortunate flashpaints for the 1968 riots. Things got bad
enough with drugs, crime, and vacancy that residents told the city in the "80s and '90s to tear them down ... and rebuild
when the time was right. That promise and that hope was always there and plans for rebuilding have been discussed
ever since. Most recently in 2008-9 a study was commissioned by Reservoir Hill Improvement Council {paid for by the
Housing Department, | believe) and prepared by Parameter Inc {planning) and Lippman, Frizell, Mitchell (market).
Unfortunately it landed right in time for the Great Recession and hardly any new construction has happened since.
When the Whitelock Community Farm got arganized on the north lots in 2010 that was viewed as a positive for the
middle of the neighborhood, but not a permanent use. Similarly use of the south lots as a joint extension of the Farm
and park (with funding from Healthy Neighborhoods) was a positive continuation, not a permanent change. After all, the
land was owned and controlled by the city (Housing Department) and promises had been made.

The effect of building this terrible five-story structure, out of all proportion and use in our neighborhood, cannot be
understated. There will be no housing and commercial that will locate near it. You have not begun to estimate the effects
of peliution on the Whitelock Farm adjacent to it. The developerfowner of the two adjacent apartments building to the east
has stated that he would not have redeveloped them had he known this was to be built He had hopes to continue

2
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The build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the
Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would
allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional
connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific increase in
freight traffic are planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and operational
flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area without
impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the freight
railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the
near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including government
regulation, as well as market forces of rail transported materials such as coal, which
represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and
ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported that for the
first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent compared
to the same period in 2015. The combination of variables makes it virtually impossible to
accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of freight traffic is further
described in Chapter V.

Amtrak design practices require new NEC infrastructure meet current standards, including
Plate H (double stack) clearances. However, the new tunnel could not be used by double
stack freight trains unless certain factors are met. These factors include:

e  Substantial improvements, such as extensive additional vertical clearance
improvements north and south of the B&P Tunnel to other NEC infrastructure;
these improvements are not being designed as part of the B&P Project;

e  Federal, state, local and regional support for aforementioned improvements
including funding and policy;

e Increasing the bridge and catenary clearance on the NEC where double stack/high
dimension trains are to travel;

e  Construction of new or modified Union tunnel to Plate H/K (double stack)
clearances; without a high dimension Union tunnel, double stack freight service
using the B&P Tunnel is not possible;

e NS currently favors the Harrisburg-Perryville route for intermodal service;

e  Freight schedules limited to off peak/night time periods which affects the
scheduling flexibility and transit time for high priority (Intermodal) shipments for
which time is absolutely critical; and

e Construction of track connection/s between the CSX and the NEC if CSX chooses to
use the NEC.

In the short-term, there is no indication of any significant increase in freight movements
through the B&P Tunnel.

Response to Comment 3:
The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
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rehabbing vacants along Whitelock to the east but these plans are now very much on hald. There are other vacart lots in
the vicinity which will not be built on if this vent is built. Investrment in structures will decrease as property values will surely
suffer. This is not insignificant - based on current market prices as compared to cost of rehabilitation, it is not even a
break-even investment to rehab a house here. Some expected increase in housing values is the only thing that will allow
vacant buildings to be rehabbed, and you are going eliminate that potential. The effects of continued vacancy (reversing a
course we were on) is that existing houses will see less investment and vacancy will increase again. The biggest driver of
investment to date has been the historic character of our housing stock and neightorhood, which you will severely
compromise with this massive vent tower.

The DEIS also obscures how deleterious the vent plant will be by providing examples that have no relation to our
situation. The one building shown for comparison is a “draft” that looks nothing like the actual (finished in 2013), and
that's next to a 60-story building in Manhattan and the on-ramp for the Lincoln Tunnel. Check out a street view of the
NW corner of 41% 5t and Dyer Ave in Manhattan (AKA Site Lfor the 7 Line Subway Extension). These are not
cormparable situations to ours, yet that's what we're being offered up, And apparently that one isn't even as big as ours,
which requires 3000+ square feet of louvers to get enough air out. The other example shown (a townhouse) seems to be
totally misleading — the actual Weehawken vent shaft is in the middle of the Lincoln Tunnel looping ramps (“helix”)
surrounded by acres of bus parking. The address in Brooklyn shown in other versions (“58 Joralemon Street”) is bath an
emergency exit and vent for the IRT Lexington Ave subway. Of course that's the example of what we can never have on
this site because no townhouses will ever be built near it and the actual building we’ll get will be bigger by a factor of 30.

Finally the public statements in email of Odessa Phillips, that "no assessment could be made of praperty value effects” is
clearly false. You don't need to study the effects of every other factor (market trends, municipal investments, mass
transit, crime, etc.), you just have to study the effect of this one massive change. Ceteris Paribus, it's really simple
principle of any analysis.

Thank you. You will be hearing a great deal more from our neighborhood in the coming months and years.

Remington Stone
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concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO;
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation plant air dispersion modeling.

In response to your concern regarding air pollution near the school, Children’s Health was
assessed for Air Quality, Water, Soil and Hazardous Material and is described in Chapter VI
of this FEIS. The build alternatives would pose no health or safety risks that would
disproportionately affect children. The build alternatives would have no significant effects
on air quality, as the net change in emissions of NOx, VOC, and PM, s between 2040 No-
Build and the 2040 Build scenario would be below de minimis levels (levels too low to
measure or to have meaningful environmental or health impacts). In accordance with the
General Conformity Thresholds, it is unlikely that emissions associated with the ventilation
plants would cause, or substantially contribute to a violation of NAAQS, established by the
USEPA.

Response to Comment 4:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 5:

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning
community impact, noise and vibration impacts, and community health (among others) as
described in Chapter VI. The Project Team has met with community members on two
occasions: May 10 and May 31, 2016, to discuss Project mitigation as described in Chapter
VII. These efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS.

The housing market in Reservoir Hill is subject to many variables and externalities outside

of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or measure the future
economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.

318



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS
DEIS Comment 90:
= Baltimore & Potomac Tunnel Project ' ef?
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEISL

BaPTeE:
Only comments received by 5:00 p.m. on February 5, 2016 will be included in the Public Hearings Record
for the Baltimore & Potomac Tunnel Project.
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Response to Comment 1:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 2:

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO,
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation plant air dispersion modeling.

Response to Comment 3:

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. These could include
tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment and heavy-duty impulsive
equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed as Peak
Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per second
(ips). TBM vibrations during construction would generally be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and
thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the proposed tunnels. The TBM
would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration source would likely only be
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felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves away from a given location. This
means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a day or two when tunneling is
continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by common activities such as
traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated here would be comparable
to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30 feet away from an
observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

Response to Comment 4:

The build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the
Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would
allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional
connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific increase in
freight traffic are planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and operational
flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area without
impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the freight
railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the
near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including government
regulation, as well as market forces of rail transported materials such as coal, which
represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and
ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported that for the
first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent compared
to the same period in 2015. The combination of these variables makes it virtually
impossible to accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of freight
traffic is further described in Chapter V.

Amtrak has statutory and contractual obligations to permit the continued operation of

freight trains. Currently, Norfolk Southern (NS) operates two trains through the existing
B&P Tunnel daily for freight purposes.
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Response to Comment 5:

Amtrak design practices require new NEC infrastructure meet current standards, including
Plate H (double stack) clearances. However, the new tunnel could not be used by double
stack freight trains unless certain factors are met. These factors include:

e Substantial improvements, such as extensive additional vertical clearance
improvements north and south of the B&P Tunnel to other NEC infrastructure;
these improvements are not being designed as part of the B&P Project;

e  Federal, state, local and regional support for aforementioned improvements
including funding and policy;

e Increasing the bridge and catenary clearance on the NEC where double stack/high
dimension trains are to travel;

e Construction of new or modified Union tunnel to Plate H/K (double stack)
clearances; without a high dimension Union tunnel, double stack freight service
using the B&P Tunnel is not possible;

e NS currently favors the Harrisburg-Perryville route for intermodal service;

e  Freight schedules limited to off peak/night time periods which affects the
scheduling flexibility and transit time for high priority (Intermodal) shipments for
which time is absolutely critical; and

. Construction of track connection/s between the CSX and the NEC if CSX chooses to
use the NEC.

In the short-term, there is no indication of any significant increase in freight movements
through the B&P Tunnel.

Response to Comment 6:

NS has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing reasonable requests
for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials. Hazardous/flammable
materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and through the B&P Tunnel
subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations governing the proper
labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated materials or wastes. The rules
are explained at https.//www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,

chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation s rail transportation system,
including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate

compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.
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FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.

The number of variables involved makes it virtually impossible to accurately forecast
freight usage through the tunnel. Therefore, due to low probability of new freight
customers and the high cost of interconnecting freight lines with the NEC, Amtrak
anticipates that the number of freight trains using the new tunnel will remain unchanged
for the foreseeable future.
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DEIS Comment 91: Response to Comment 1:

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO,
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation plant air dispersion modeling.

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train

1
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

2 \ Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. These could include

tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment and heavy-duty impulsive
equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed as Peak
Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per second
(ips). TBM vibrations during construction would generally be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and
thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the proposed tunnels. The TBM
would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration source would likely only be
felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves away from a given location. This
means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a day or two when tunneling is
continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by common activities such as
traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated here would be comparable
to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30 feet away from an
observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
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surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

The tunnel will be equipped with Automatic Train Control (ATC) and Positive Train Control
(PTC) systems, which use computer systems to control the speed of trains within the
tunnel.

Response to Comment 2:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted, or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age), the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.
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DEIS Comment 92:

Response to Comment 1:

Amtrak design practices require new NEC infrastructure meet current standards, including
Plate H (double stack) clearances. However, the new tunnel could not be used by double
stack freight trains unless certain factors are met. These factors include:

e Substantial improvements, such as extensive additional vertical clearance
improvements north and south of the B&P Tunnel to other NEC infrastructure;
these improvements are not being designed as part of the B&P Project;

e  Federal, state, local and regional support for aforementioned improvements
including funding and policy;

e Increasing the bridge and catenary clearance on the NEC where double stack/high
dimension trains are to travel;

e  Construction of new or modified Union tunnel to Plate H/K (double stack)
clearances; without a high dimension Union tunnel, double stack freight service
using the B&P Tunnel is not possible;

e NS currently favors the Harrisburg-Perryville route for intermodal service;

e  Freight schedules limited to off peak/night time periods which affects the
scheduling flexibility and transit time for high priority (Intermodal) shipments for
which time is absolutely critical; and

e Construction of track connection/s between the CSX and the NEC if CSX chooses to
use the NEC.

In the short-term, there is no indication of any significant increase in freight movements
through the B&P Tunnel.
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Baltimore & Potomac Tunnel Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
Comment Form
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Response to Comment 1:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.
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DEIS Comment 94:
Brittany Rolf
From: noreply@bptunnel.com
Sent: Thursday, February 18, 2016 11:11 AM
To: BPTunnel Information
Subject: Comment Form

Mr Marco Turra

Dear Ms. Phillip:

Thank you for the planning work that is taking place to examine possible improvements to the Baltimore and
Potomac (B&P) Tunnel in Baltimore, Maryland. We understand that the Federal Railroad Administration
(FRA), Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) and Amtrak are developing and evaluating
alternatives to improve rail service. reliability and address a longstanding bottleneck along Amitrak's busy
Northeast Corridor (NEC). As you may know, CSX Transportation (CSXT) has trackage rights to operate
freight trains via the NEC between Washington and New York, including through the B&P Tunnel.

As you advance the engineering and environmental study to examine various improvements to the B&P Tunnel,
CSXT wants 1o make sure that the specifications and standards used will also be consistent with safe and

S - T . Response to Comment 1:
efficient freight operations that preserve CSXT freight rights.

For example, in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation, most of the remaining Design development and environmental evaluation were based on refined design goals
alternatives propose a vertical grade as steep as 2%, which may pose challenges for freight operations. . ‘ot . . .
Additionally, there may be impacts requiring acquisition or alteration of CSXT property or properties owned by that cons@ered existing an_d future NEC opgratlor?s, the_ Ba_ltlmore Pe!’m S_tatlon Master
customers served by CSXT, particularly near the proposed tunnel entrances. Plan, and input from agencies and the public. Design criteria are detailed in Chapter III.
Consequently, CSXT would appreciate the opportunity to review any additional engineering plans used in the
creation of this study, CSXT would like to examine the detailed track geometry and elevations of the remaining
alternatives so we can better understand impacts to future freight operations.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the study. We look forward to participating in the
study as this project progresses.

Sincerely,

Marco Turra
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DEIS Comment 95:
Response to Comment 1:

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 2:

As described in Chapter Il of the FEIS, Alternative 2: Reconstruct/Modernize Existing
Tunnel was eliminated from further consideration for specific engineering and operational
reasons. Due to the shallow depth of the existing tunnel, the only viable construction
approach is open excavation along the entire tunnel length. This excavation would have
significant impacts on the community, including:

e  Full or partial closure of Wilson Street, Winchester Street, and numerous cross
streets throughout construction;

e No parking along Wilson Street or Winchester Street during construction;

2 e Limitations for residential and commercial access along Wilson Street and
Winchester Street during construction;

e Minor impacts to four parks—Eutaw Place Median Park, Park Avenue Median Park,
Mount Royal Median Park, and Fitzgerald Park;

e Substantial residential property impacts; and

e Severe impacts to North Avenue, central Light Rail line, and CSX Main Line
operations due to open cut construction through North Avenue, light rail, and CSX
track beds.

Additionally, for construction to advance, at minimum, one track would have to be
removed from service. It would be impossible to provide adequate NEC service using a
single track, particularly as ridership and train frequency increase over time.
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DEIS Comment 96: Response to Comment 1:
The build alternatives will have an average tunnel depth of 115 feet.

Response to Comment 2:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted, or sites

1 ‘ identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-

2 construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age), the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.

Response to Comment 3:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield

3 Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the

4 Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 4:

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning
community impact, noise and vibration impacts, and community health (among others) as
described in Chapter VI. The Project Team has met with community members on two
occasions: May 10 and May 31, 2016, to discuss Project mitigation as described in Chapter
VII. These efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS.
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DEIS Comment 97: Response to Comment 1:

The Project Team has performed an impact analysis for noise following the Federal Transit
Administration’s guidance manual. The number of potential moderate and severe impacts
were estimated using noise contour maps and land use information. For the Preferred
Alternative, 296 moderate and 141 severe residential noise impacts above the FTA
Frequent Impact Criterion of 35 dBA are anticipated. Mitigation measures were
investigated for addressing moderate and severe noise impacts from tunnel operations
and include vehicle skirts, undercar absorption, spring frogs, and acquisition of a buffer
zone, among others, which are documented in Chapter VII of this FEIS.

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
1 Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.

Regarding diesel emissions, when NO; levels are below applicable standards, other
pollutants of concern are also within the appropriate range. As a result, when the Project
Team analyzed predicted emissions from Ventilation Facilities, it focused on evaluating
NO,.

The American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model
(AERMOD) was used to evaluate the potential 1-hour NO, emissions from the Project.
AERMOD is the US Environmental Protection Agency’s preferred and recommended air
dispersion model. For the AERMOD analysis, a “worst case” scenario was analyzed
assuming an average of ten diesel trains per hour operating between the hours of 6:00 am
and 7:00 pm (peak hours of operation). No diesel operations were assumed from 10:00 pm
to 3:00 am, and partial operations (i.e., five diesel trains per hour) were assumed for the
remaining time. Air emissions from the diesel train operations were assumed to exit
through the north and south portals and from all three ventilation facilities. The emissions
associated with the proposed portals and ventilation facilities would not result in adverse
impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO2 concentrations were predicted to be
below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards threshold levels that were set to
safeguard public health. Air dispersion modeling results are in Chapter VI.
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Response to Comment 3:

Siting the Tunnel in Roland Park would not take advantage of existing infrastructure,
including Baltimore Penn Station or the Gwynns Falls Bridge, which was a necessary
condition for an alternative to be retained. The existing B&P Tunnel tracks are in Bolton
Hill. Options as to where the new B&P Tunnel should reside are limited. Due to the
geography and the shallowness of the area beneath Bolton Hill, this area was not a feasible
option for the proposed tunnel, whereas the area underneath Reservoir Hill is deeper and
more practicable.

The Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis in Chapter VI of this FEIS describes the
methodology for determining disproportionate impact to minority or economically
disadvantaged communities. EJ populations would experience impacts as a result of the
Project, including property acquisition; impacts to housing, land use/zoning, and
community facilities; changes in visual quality, and noise impacts as described in Chapter
VI. The Project Team has engaged extensively with the community throughout the
development of the Project, detailed in Chapter VIIl. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with
community members and organizations and are documented in this FEIS.
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DEIS Comment 98: Response to Comment 1:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 2:

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO,
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation plant air dispersion modeling.

Analysis of ventilation plant emissions included an air dispersion modeling analysis, which
followed the latest US Environmental Protection Agency modeling guidelines for predicting
air quality effects for regulated pollutants. The results of the analysis were compared to
the stringent 1-hour NO; National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) of 100 parts per
billion (ppb) as opposed to the annual standard of 53 ppb. Emission studies have
demonstrated that if NO, concentrations are maintained within acceptable levels, then

2 other pollutant concentrations associated with diesel exhaust emissions will also be within
acceptable limits. The maximum predicted 1-hour NO, concentration from the three
ventilation facilities as well as north and south portals was 12.8 ppb. When added to the
NO; background concentration of 51 ppb, the total predicted 1-hour concentration
amounted to 63.8 ppb, which is below the NAAQS of 100 ppb. The maximum predicted 1-
hour NO, concentration of the intermediate ventilation plant is 2.9 ppb and when

3 ‘ combined with NO, background concentration of 51 ppb the total NO, concentration
would be 53.9 ppb, below the NAAQS threshold limits of 100 ppb.

Response to Comment 3:

5 ‘ As described in this FEIS, the initial range of alternatives was identified based on previous
studies and during the preliminary alternatives development phase of the Project. A total
of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build, Alternative
2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and fourteen new location alternatives. The
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14 new location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous studies
(Alternatives 3 through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project
(Alternatives 8 through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to
all of the 16 preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and
Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at Baltimore
Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable engineering
issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of alternatives
development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15 and 16 were all
found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Il of the FEIS details the basis of elimination or
retention for each alternative.

Response to Comment 4:

The Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis in Chapter VI of this FEIS describes the
methodology for determining disproportionate impact to minority or economically
disadvantaged communities. EJ populations would experience impacts as a result of the
Project, including property acquisition; impacts to housing, land use/zoning, and
community facilities; changes in visual quality, and noise impacts as described in Chapter
VI. The Project Team has engaged extensively with the community throughout the
development of the Project, detailed in Chapter VIII. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with
community members and organizations and are documented in this FEIS.

Response to Comment 5:

In regards to your concern for the health of children, Children’s Health was assessed for Air
Quality, Water, Soil and Hazardous Material and is described in Chapter VI of this FEIS. The
build alternatives would pose no health or safety risks that would disproportionately affect
children. The build alternatives would have no significant effects on air quality, as the net
change in emissions of NOy, VOC, and PM, s between 2040 No-Build and the 2040 Build
scenario would be below de minimis levels (levels too low to measure or to have
meaningful environmental or health impacts). In accordance with the General Conformity
Thresholds, it is unlikely that emissions associated with the ventilation plants would cause,
or substantially contribute to a violation of NAAQS, established by the USEPA.

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning
community impact, noise and vibration impacts, and community health, among others, as
described in Chapter VI. The Project Team has met with community members on two
occasions: May 10 and May 31, 2016, to discuss Project mitigation as described in Chapter
VII. These efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS.
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Response to Comment 1:

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes

resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.

The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Ill in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.
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DEIS Comment 100:

1 Response to Comment 1:
The Preferred Alternative, as well as build alternative 3A, would have no impact on Engine
Company 36. Under alternative 3C there would be substantial impacts to the firehouse.

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes
resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.
The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Ill in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.
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DEIS Comment 101:

Brittany Rolf
From: Rebecca Wilson « _
Sent: Friday, February 26, 2016 1:06 PM

To: BPTunnel Information
Subject: DEIS Comment

DEIS Comment

Rebecca Wilson

Baltimore MD 21217

Reservoir Hill Neighborhood

Neighborhood of proposed venting facility; near east end boring site; above proposed route of 4 double-stack
train tunnels

Hello,

Engineers, environmental scientists, designers and others involved with this B & P Tunnel Project's Drafi
Environmental Impact Study appear to have given it their all...looking for a solution to a problem within the
parameters set forth for them. They are tasked by the Federal Government, the Federal Railroad Administration,
the Maryland Department of Transportation, and Amtrak to design a plan to widen the B & P tunnel bottleneck
and make the Northeast Corridor train travel faster. As many of them have indicated at the hearings, their
designs and calculations must include flexibility for "increasing market needs” including a higher frequency and
speed of passenger trains and a higher frequency of Norfolk Southern and other freight trains carrving
UNLIMITED amounts and types of double-stack FREIGHT. which is allowed by federal regulations to
sometimes be kept secret. They must try to plan for HAZMAT freight emergencies, including Fracking Oil. and
for increasing diesel train exhaust.

And they are tasked to fulfill all these requirements along the aging tunnel section of track between Penn
Station and West Baltimore Marc Station under our densely populated, historically significant, economically
blighted. majority black-owned Baltimore City neighborhoods.

But all these problems do not need to be solved along this one section of track. In fact they should not be!
There is an alternative.

I'would draw your attention to Final Draft of the "Proposal to Unravel Baltimore's Tangled Rail Lines” put forth
by the Joint Open Infrastructure Subcommittee of the MTA Citizens Advisory Committee; the MTA Citizens
Advisory Committee for Accessible Transportation; & MARC Riders Advisory Committee completed
September 2015,

Please consider their proposal, which has been submitted at a DEIS public hearing.

It offers an alternative plan for our rail system that makes this Draft Environmental Impact Stady

unnecessary and based on flawed parameters.

Relevant highlights of the 19 page. carefully proposed, alternative include:

FEIS November 2016
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Response to Comment 1:

While Project goals include addressing the bottleneck and improving travel time, the
Project Need articulates that the existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is
approaching the end of its useful life with regard to its physical condition. While the
existing tunnel remains safe for rail transportation, it requires substantial maintenance and
repairs, and it does not meet current design standards. The tunnel is considered to be
structurally deficient due to its age, the original design, and wear and tear. The tunnel is
also functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and future rail demands. The
Purpose and Need of the Project is further defined in Chapter Il of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 2:

The build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the
Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would
allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional
connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific increase in
freight traffic are planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and operational
flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area without
impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the freight
railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the
near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including government
regulation, as well as market forces of rail transported materials such as coal, which
represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and
ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported that for the
first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent compared
to the same period in 2015. The combination of these variables makes it virtually
impossible to accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of freight
traffic is further described in Chapter V.

Amtrak has statutory and contractual obligations to permit the continued operation of
freight trains. Currently, Norfolk Southern (NS) operates two trains through the existing
B&P Tunnel daily for freight purposes.

NS has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing reasonable requests
for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials. Hazardous/flammable
materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and through the B&P Tunnel
subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations governing the proper
labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated materials or wastes. The rules
are explained at https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,
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1. B & P tunnel would accommaodate Mare trains only.
It could serve as a backup rail for regional trains in emergencies. The MARC would expand.

2. Freight trains would be routed south of the city. (Tighter regulations on hazardous materials would be
demanded of Federal Regulators to stop Oil Trains.)

3. Regional and high speed trains (including Acela and later Maglev) would be routed through Charles Metro
Center. not through B&P tunnel or Penn Station, and would connect to a more robust local system, closer to
points of interest.

Baltimore City residents demand a full system approach with 21st century technology.

We demand the health and safety of our citizens.

We demand hazardous materials be banned from passing through our city even as Big (il is planning to use
Baltimore as a gateway for extreme crude oil.

We demand that our new infrastructure not be built for outdated fossil fucled diesel trains and for trains already
considered to have mediocre speeds compared to high speed trains in California and around the world.

We demand huge venting systems not be built to accommodate diesel and HAZMAT emergencies in the hearts
of our neighborhoods.

We demand neighborhoods impacted by civil-rights issues be respected and helped to thrive.

We demand our historic properties not be threatened with vibrations of an unprecedented amount of
underground heavy train traffic and construction.

We demand the hubs of transportation be designed effectively.

Most Mayoral candidates for Baltimore City have raised their hands in a public forum when asked if they will
oppose this tunnel project when elected.

And so [ would ask that the conclusion of this B & P Tunnel Project's Draft Environmental Impact Study should
be Alternative 1 or Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and in accordance with the
proposal of the MTA Citizens Advisory Committee.. that the tunnel transition and improve to accommodate
only MARC passenger trains after freight trains (Norfolk Southern and others), regional (Amtrak) and High-
Speed Intercity Passenger rail lines (Acela and Maglev) are shifted to more appropriate pathways.

Thank vou for your consideration,
Rebecea Wilson

FEIS November 2016
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chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation’s rail transportation system,
including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.

FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.

The number of variables involved makes it virtually impossible to accurately forecast
freight usage through the tunnel. Therefore, due to low probability of new freight
customers and the high cost of interconnecting freight lines with the NEC, Amtrak
anticipates that the number of freight trains using the new tunnel will remain unchanged
for the foreseeable future.

Response to Comment 3:

The report referenced, A Proposal to Unravel Baltimore’s Tangled Rail Lines, argues for a
comprehensive system approach to rail planning in Baltimore and the mid-Atlantic region.
It describes a list of projects and the order in which they should be completed. The report
takes into consideration local, state, and regional transportation routes, and recommends
new construction at a number of locations in order to relieve congestion and create
opportunities for expanding rail service in the future.

While recommendations in the report focus on resolving issues at a regional level, they
would not address or resolve the specific needs of the B&P Tunnel; therefore, the
improvements suggested in the report would be beyond the purview of the Project. The
existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is approaching the end of its useful life.
It is considered to be structurally deficient due to its age, the original design, and wear and
tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and future rail
demands. For additional information regarding The Purpose and Need for the Project,
please see Chapter Il of this FEIS. To review the September 2015 report in its entirety,
please refer to DEIS Comment #11.

Response to Comment 4:

As described in Chapter Il of the FEIS, the build alternatives would require three
ventilation facilities in order to meet current safety industry standards (NFPA 130) for
projected NEC FUTURE train demand headway, and to ensure proper ventilation of the
proposed tunnels. The purpose of the ventilation facility is to pull fresh air into the tunnel
and ventilate the tunnel air to the outside. One ventilation facility will be located at the
south portal, and another will be located 300-600 feet from the north portal. A third
ventilation facility would be located at street level, connected to the bored portion of the
tunnels by a vertical shaft and connecting tunnel (plenum), splitting the proposed tunnel
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into two unequal lengths. The Intermediate Ventilation Facility would consist of a building,
approximately 100 feet by 200 feet in plan with a maximum height of 60 feet.

Response to Comment 5:

The Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis in Chapter VI of this FEIS describes the
methodology for determining disproportionate impact to minority or economically
disadvantaged communities. EJ populations would experience impacts as a result of the
Project, including property acquisition; impacts to housing, land use/zoning, and
community facilities; changes in visual quality, and noise impacts as described in Chapter
VI. The Project Team has engaged extensively with the community throughout the
development of the Project, detailed in Chapter VIIl. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with
community members and organizations and are documented in this FEIS.

Response to Comment 6:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.

Response to Comment 7:

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes
resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.
The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Il in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.

As described in Chapter Il of the FEIS, Alternative 2: Reconstruct/Modernize Existing
Tunnel was eliminated from further consideration for specific engineering and operational
reasons. Due to the shallow depth of the existing tunnel, the only viable construction
approach is open excavation along the entire tunnel length. This excavation would have
significant impacts on the community, including:
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e Full or partial closure of Wilson Street, Winchester Street, and numerous cross
streets throughout construction;

e No parking along Wilson Street or Winchester Street during construction;

e Limitations for residential and commercial access along Wilson Street and
Winchester Street during construction;

e Minor impacts to four parks—Eutaw Place Median Park, Park Avenue Median Park,
Mount Royal Median Park, and Fitzgerald Park;

e Substantial residential property impacts; and

e  Severe impacts to North Avenue, central Light Rail line, and CSX Main Line
operations due to open cut construction through North Avenue, light rail, and CSX
track beds.

Additionally, for construction to advance, at minimum, one track would have to be
removed from service. It would be impossible to provide adequate NEC service using a
single track, particularly as ridership and train frequency increase over time.

FEIS November 2016 339



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS

DEIS Comment 102:

FEIS November 2016

RESPONSES

Response to Comment 1:

All of the proposed Project infrastructure will be designed, constructed, and maintained
using proven modern design and safety standards. The Project will be designed in
accordance with applicable regulations, oversight agency guidance, and knowledge of
safety standards to ensure optimal safety.

Response to Comment 2:

A total of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build,
Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and 14 new location alternatives.
The 14 new location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous studies
(Alternatives 3 through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project
(Alternatives 8 through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to
all of the 16 preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and
Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at
Baltimore Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable
engineering issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of
alternatives development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15, and
16 were all found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Il of the FEIS details the basis of elimination
or retention for each alternative.

Response to Comment 3:

Local responders receive training for a variety of incidents related to specific facilities,
including the B&P Tunnel. The tunnel would be constructed to meet current standards for
fire protection. Additionally, the Project sponsor will develop an Emergency Management
Plan to be implemented in the event of a tunnel emergency.

NS has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing reasonable requests
for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials. Hazardous/flammable
materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and through the B&P Tunnel
subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations governing the proper
labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated materials or wastes. The rules are
explained at https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,

chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation s rail transportation system,
including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
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Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.

FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.

The number of variables involved makes it virtually impossible to accurately forecast
freight usage through the tunnel. Therefore, due to low probability of new freight
customers and the high cost of interconnecting freight lines with the NEC, Amtrak
anticipates that the number of freight trains using the new tunnel will remain unchanged
for the foreseeable future.

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted, or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age), the property owner would be fully compensated for the cost of repairs.

Response to Comment 4:

The Northeast Corridor (NEC) faces serious challenges to meet current and projected travel
demand. Responding to these pressing issues, the FRA initiated the NEC FUTURE
Environmental Impact Statement as a comprehensive planning process for future
investment in the corridor. The NEC FUTURE identified the B&P Tunnel as one of the
segments along the NEC that faces capacity constraints and reliability challenges due to
multiple chokepoints and state-of-good-repair needs.

Consistent with NEC long-range planning needs identified in the NEC FUTURE Program, the
Project proposes a total of four tracks through Baltimore. The increased number of tracks
will eliminate a chokepoint and expand capacity to accommodate future high-frequency,
high-speed passenger train service anticipated on the NEC by 2040. Four tracks provide the
resiliency/redundancy needed to maintain rail traffic between the West Baltimore MARC
Station and Baltimore Penn Station and NEC connectivity in the event of interruptions to
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service on any of the tracks. Four tracks also provide the ability for conflict-free operation
and separation of traffic types (intercity vs. commuter) which further improves operations,
reduces travel time, and accommodates over-takes of slower trains by faster trains.

Response to Comment 5:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

In response to your concern regarding ventilation system emissions and schools, please
see Chapter VI of this FEIS, where Children’s Health was assessed for Project impacts to Air
Quality, Water, Soil and Hazardous Material. The build alternatives would pose no health
or safety risks that would disproportionately affect children. The build alternatives would
have no significant effects on air quality, as the net change in emissions of NO4 VOC, and
PM, s between 2040 No-Build and the 2040 Build scenario would be below de minimis
levels (levels too low to measure or to have meaningful environmental or health impacts).
In accordance with the General Conformity Thresholds, it is unlikely that emissions
associated with the ventilation plants would cause, or substantially contribute to a
violation of NAAQS, established by the USEPA.
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DEIS Comment 103:

Response to Comment 1:

As described in this FEIS, the initial range of alternatives was identified based on previous
studies and during the preliminary alternatives development phase of the Project. A total
of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build, Alternative
2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and fourteen new location alternatives. The
new location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous studies (Alternatives
3 through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project (Alternatives 8
through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to all of the 16
preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and Alternative 2:
Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on Environmental

1 Quiality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at Baltimore
Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable engineering
issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of alternatives
development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15 and 16 were all
found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Il of the FEIS details the basis of elimination or
retention for each alternative.

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes
resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.
The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Ill in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.
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DEIS Comment 104:

Response to Comment 1:

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes
resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.
The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. As a result of these changes,
1 Alternative 3B would avoid impacts to the Baltimore City Recreation and Parks Department
property at Lafayette and Payson Streets. Chapter Il in this FEIS provides a comparison of
the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried forward based on engineering
and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification for the identification of
Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter IV of this FEIS.
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DEIS Comment 105: Response to Comment 1:

The Project Team has performed an impact analysis for noise following the Federal Transit
Administration’s guidance manual. The number of potential moderate and severe impacts
were estimated using noise contour maps and land use information. For the Preferred
Alternative, 296 moderate and 141 severe residential noise impacts above the FTA
Frequent Impact Criterion of 35 dBA are anticipated. Mitigation measures were
investigated for addressing moderate and severe noise impacts from tunnel operations
and include vehicle skirts, undercar absorption, spring frogs, and acquisition of a buffer
zone, among others, which are documented in Chapter VII of this FEIS.

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA’s
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines and standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. These could include
tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment and heavy-duty impulsive
equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed as Peak
Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per second
(ips). TBM vibrations during construction would generally be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and
thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the proposed tunnels. The TBM
would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration source would likely only be
felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves away from a given location. This
means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a day or two when tunneling is
continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by common activities such as
traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated here would be comparable
to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30 feet away from an
observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
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surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted, or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age), the property owner would be compensated for the cost of repairs.
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DEIS Comment 106:
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Response to Comment 1:

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA's
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines and standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. Heavy machinery
could include tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment, and heavy-duty
impulsive equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed
as Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per
second (ips) as a unit of measurement. TBM vibrations during construction would generally
be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the
proposed tunnels. The TBM would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration
source would likely only be felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves
away from a given location. This means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a
day or two when tunneling is continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by
common activities such as traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated
here would be comparable to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30
feet away from an observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,

363



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS

FEIS November 2016

RESPONSES

including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be compensated for the cost of repairs.

Response to Comment 2:

A total of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build,
Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and 14 new location alternatives.
The 14 new location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous studies
(Alternatives 3 through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project
(Alternatives 8 through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to
all of the 16 preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and
Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at
Baltimore Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable
engineering issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of
alternatives development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15, and
16 were all found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Il of the FEIS details the basis of elimination
or retention for each alternative.

Response to Comment 3:

Chapter VI of this FEIS specifically reviewed Air Quality, Water, Soil, and Hazardous
Material impacts on Children’s Health. The build alternatives would pose no health or
safety risks that would disproportionately affect children. The build alternatives would
have no significant effects on air quality, as the net change in emissions of NO, VOC, and
PM, s between 2040 No-Build and the 2040 Build scenario would be below de minimis
levels (levels too low to measure or to have meaningful environmental or health impacts).
In accordance with the General Conformity Thresholds, it is unlikely that emissions
associated with the ventilation facilities would cause, or substantially contribute to a
violation of NAAQS, established by the USEPA.
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DEIS Comment 107:

Response to Comment 1:
The build alternatives will have an average depth of 115 feet.

The build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the
Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would
allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional
connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific increase in
freight traffic are planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and operational
flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area without
impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the freight
railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the
near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including government
regulation, as well as market forces on rail transported materials such as coal, which
represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and
ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported that for the
1 first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent compared
to the same period in 2015. The combination of these variables makes it virtually
impossible to accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of freight
traffic is further described in Chapter V.
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Response to Comment 2:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted, or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age), the property owner would be compensated for the cost of repairs.

Response to Comment 3:

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. Heavy machinery
could include tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment, and heavy-duty
impulsive equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed
as Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per
second (ips) as a unit of measurement. TBM vibrations during construction would generally
be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the
proposed tunnels. The TBM would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration
source would likely only be felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves
away from a given location. This means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a
day or two when tunneling is continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by
common activities such as traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated
here would be comparable to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30
feet away from an observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
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air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

Response to Comment 4:

The Project Team has performed an impact analysis for noise following the Federal Transit
Administration’s guidance manual. The number of potential moderate and severe impacts
were estimated using noise contour maps and land use information. For the Preferred
Alternative, 296 moderate and 141 severe residential noise impacts above the FTA
Frequent Impact Criterion of 35 dBA are anticipated. Mitigation measures were
investigated for addressing moderate and severe noise impacts from tunnel operations
and include Vehicle Skirts, Undercar Absorption, Spring Frogs, Acquisition of a Buffer Zone,
among others, which are documented in this FEIS.
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DEIS Comment 108:
Response to Comment 1:

The Purpose of the Project is to address the structural and operational deficiencies of the
existing B&P Tunnel and to accommodate future high-performance intercity passenger rail
service goals for the NEC, which include:

e  Reducing travel time through the B&P Tunnel and along the NEC,

e Accommodating existing and projected travel demand for intercity and commuter
passenger services,

e  Eliminating impediments to existing and projected operations along the NEC, and

e  Providing operational reliability, while accounting for the value of the existing
tunnel as an important element of Baltimore’s rail infrastructure.

The existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is approaching the end of its useful
life with regard to its physical condition. While the existing tunnel remains safe for rail
transportation, it requires substantial maintenance and repairs, and it does not meet
current design standards. The tunnel is considered to be structurally deficient due to its
age, the original design, and wear and tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and
unable to meet current and future rail demands. The Purpose and Need of the Project is
further defined in Chapter Il of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 2:

The Northeast Corridor (NEC) faces serious challenges to meet current and projected travel
demand. Responding to these pressing issues, the FRA initiated the NEC FUTURE
Environmental Impact Statement as a comprehensive planning process for future

1 investment in the corridor. The NEC FUTURE identified the B&P Tunnel as one of the
segments along the NEC that faces capacity constraints and reliability challenges due to
multiple chokepoints and state-of-good-repair needs.

Consistent with NEC long-range planning needs identified in the NEC FUTURE Program, the
Project proposes a total of four tracks through Baltimore. The increased number of tracks
will eliminate a chokepoint and expand capacity to accommodate future high-frequency,
high-speed passenger train service anticipated on the NEC by 2040. Four tracks provide the
resiliency/redundancy needed to maintain rail traffic between the West Baltimore MARC
Station and Baltimore Penn Station and NEC connectivity in the event of interruptions to
service on any of the tracks. Four tracks also provide the ability for conflict-free operation
and separation of traffic types (intercity vs. commuter) which further improves operations,
reduces travel time, and accommodates over-takes of slower trains by faster trains.
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Response to Comment 3:

The build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the
Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would
allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional
connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific increase in
freight traffic are planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and operational
flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area without
impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the freight
railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the
near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including government
regulation, as well as market forces of rail transported materials such as coal, which
represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and
ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported that for the
first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent compared
to the same period in 2015. The combination of variables makes it virtually impossible to
accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of freight traffic is further
described in Chapter V.

Amtrak has statutory and contractual obligations to permit the continued operation of
freight trains. As stated, Norfolk Southern (NS) currently operates two trains through the
existing B&P Tunnel daily for freight purposes.

As described in Chapter VI (Air Quality) of this FEIS, tunnel operating characteristics in the
Build Year 2040 would total 388 daily bi-directional frequencies. 164 of them would be
MARC commuter trains, 82 of them would be Acela Intercity Express, 48 would be NE
Regional, 92 would be Metropolitan and 2 would be Freight. Please refer to Chapter VI for
additional information.
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Response to Comment 4:

Future concept development of the Maglev train is beyond the purview of the Project.
However, the Maryland portion of the NEC serves a large population whose travel needs
would not be met with the Maglev train. Amtrak and MARC trains make more local stops
between Washington, DC and Baltimore than is being proposed for Maglev.
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Response to Comment 1:

A thorough analysis of alternatives was conducted prior to the select of Alternative 3B as
the Preferred Alternative. A total of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including
Alternative 1: No-Build, Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and 14
new location alternatives. The 14 new location alternatives included five alternatives based
on previous studies (Alternatives 3 through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified
by this Project (Alternatives 8 through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process
was applied to all of the 16 preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1:
No-Build and Alternative 2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with
Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at Baltimore
Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable engineering
issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of alternatives
development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15 and 16 were all
found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Il of the FEIS details the basis of elimination or
retention for each alternative, and Chapter IV provides further justification for the
selection of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative.

The Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis in Chapter VI of this FEIS describes the
methodology for determining disproportionate impact to minority or economically
disadvantaged communities. EJ populations would experience impacts as a result of the
Project, including property acquisition; impacts to housing, land use/zoning, and
community facilities; changes in visual quality, and noise impacts as described in Chapter
VI. The Project Team has engaged extensively with the community throughout the
development of the Project, detailed in Chapter VIII. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with
community members and organizations and are documented in this FEIS.

Response to Comment 2:

The economic and housing markets in Reservoir Hill are subject to many variables and
externalities outside of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or
measure the future economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.

Response to Comment 3:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
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owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be compensated for the cost of repairs.

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. Heavy machinery
could include tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment, and heavy-duty
impulsive equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed
as Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per
second (ips) as a unit of measurement. TBM vibrations during construction would generally
be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the
proposed tunnels. The TBM would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration
source would likely only be felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves
away from a given location. This means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a
day or two when tunneling is continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by
common activities such as traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated
here would be comparable to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30
feet away from an observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.
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All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI

Response to Comment 4:

5 For the past several years, only one local freight train (Norfolk Southern) has been
operating through the B&P Tunnel daily, serving customers south of the B&P Tunnel
between Baltimore and Washington, DC. Currently, cargo to/from specific railroad
customers of the freight trains that pass through the B&P Tunnel include vegetable oil,
plastic pellets, paper, lumber, and produce. However, there are no regulations or
restrictions which would preclude other forms of freight cargo on these trains, providing
the material is moved in accordance with federal transportation rules.

NS has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing reasonable requests

6 for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials. Hazardous/flammable
materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and through the B&P Tunnel
subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations governing the proper
labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated materials or wastes. The rules
are explained at https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,
chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation’s rail transportation system,
including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The

7 Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate

compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.

FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.

The number of variables involved makes it virtually impossible to accurately forecast
freight usage through the tunnel. Therefore, due to low probability of new freight
customers and the high cost of interconnecting freight lines with the NEC, Amtrak
anticipates that the number of freight trains using the new tunnel will remain unchanged
for the foreseeable future.

Response to Comment 5:
Regarding diesel emissions, when NO; levels are below applicable standards, other
pollutants of concern are also within the appropriate range. As a result, when the Project
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Team analyzed predicted emissions from Ventilation Facilities, it focused on evaluating
NO,.

The American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model
(AERMOD) was used to evaluate the potential 1-hour NO, emissions from the Project.
AERMOD is the US Environmental Protection Agency’s preferred and recommended air
dispersion model. For the AERMOD analysis, a “worst case” scenario was analyzed
assuming an average of ten diesel trains per hour operating between the hours of 6:00 am
to 7:00 pm (peak hours of operation). No diesel operations were assumed from 10:00 pm
to 3:00 am and partial operations (i.e., five diesel trains per hour) were assumed for the
remaining time. Air emissions from the diesel train operations were assumed to exit
through the north and south portals and from all three ventilation facilities. The emissions
associated with the proposed portals and ventilation facilities would not result in adverse
impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO; concentrations were predicted to be
below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards threshold levels that were set to
safeguard public health. Air dispersion modeling results are found in Chapter VI.

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO,
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation facility air dispersion modeling.

Analysis of ventilation facility emissions included an air dispersion modeling analysis, which
followed the latest US Environmental Protection Agency modeling guidelines for predicting
air quality effects for regulated pollutants. The results of the analysis were compared to
the stringent 1-hour NO, National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) of 100 parts per
billion (ppb) as opposed to the annual standard of 53 ppb. Emission studies have
demonstrated that if NO, concentrations are maintained within acceptable levels, then
other pollutant concentrations associated with diesel exhaust emissions will also be within
acceptable limits. The maximum predicted 1-hour NO, concentration from the three
ventilation facilities as well as north and south portals was 12.8 ppb. When added to the
NO; background concentration of 51 ppb, the total predicted 1-hour concentration
amounted to 63.8 ppb, which is below the NAAQS of 100 ppb. The maximum predicted 1-
hour NO; concentration of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 2.9 ppb and when
combined with NO, background concentration of 51 ppb the total NO, concentration
would be 53.9 ppb, below the NAAQS threshold limits of 100 ppb.

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
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Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Children’s Health was assessed for Air Quality, Water, Soil and Hazardous Material and is
described in Chapter VI of this FEIS. The build alternatives would pose no health or safety
risks that would disproportionately affect children. The build alternatives would have no
significant effects on air quality, as the net change in emissions of NO, VOC, and PM; 5
between 2040 No-Build and the 2040 Build scenario would be below de minimis levels
(levels too low to measure or to have meaningful environmental or health impacts). In
accordance with the General Conformity Thresholds, it is unlikely that emissions associated
with the ventilation plants would cause, or substantially contribute to a violation of
NAAQS, established by the USEPA. No sole source aquifers, active water supply reservoirs,
or wells are located near the Project. The Project will have no impact to potable water.
Under the Preferred Alternative, 112 sites of concern were identified within 1 mile of the
alignment; once type and extent of contamination and details of construction are known,
potential risk and exposure can be assessed and appropriate documentation in place.

Response to Comment 6:

The Project meets air quality standards; therefore, public alerts regarding emissions will
not be required. An air quality alarm would not be appropriate given that the Project
meets federal standards. However, in the event of an emergency, local first responders
would assist in evacuation.

To prevent accidents and fires, FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to
the public, including emergency response information and safety and security plans. Local
first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for specific facilities,
including the B&P Tunnel. The build alternatives would be designed and constructed in
compliance with all current standards relative to Fire Life and Safety, which includes
compliance with the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA).

The ventilation facilities would be an essential Life/Safety component of the build
alternatives, beyond their function of providing emergency access/egress for the tunnels.
The ventilation facilities would include an above-ground structure housing fans and
ancillary equipment, operations and control equipment, fire protection equipment, and
silencers and dampers. In the unlikely event of a fire, smoke could emerge from the vents,
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as is the case with any structural fire. The ventilation facilities and fans are built so that
smoke emerging from the Tunnel would be projected up and away from the community.

The three ventilation facilities would be subject to the operational noise level standards
included in the Noise Regulation of the Health Code of Baltimore City § 9-206 Noise
Regulation, 2015. This regulation provides the noise limits for manufacturing, commercial,
and residential zones in Baltimore City— depending on the source of noise and the types of
adjacent land uses. For noise generated within residential zones, there is a limit of 55 dBA
at any point on the property line of the use.

Noise levels in the immediate vicinity of the ventilation facility buildings would be caused
by the continual operation of the ventilation fans within each facility. The horizontal fans
would operate periodically and would generate sound that would propagate through the
louvers at the top of the ventilation facility buildings. Fans would operate periodically
when NO; levels in the tunnel exceed a set threshold or in emergencies when smoke is
present in the tunnel. NO; levels are likely to be highest when the level of diesel
locomotive operations is highest, or when congestion causes trains to operate slowly or to
idle in the tunnel. However, there is not enough information currently available to
determine how many hours per day, on average, the fans would run and whether or not
they would run during the night.

The design standard for the ventilation facilties would limit the outdoor noise level, when
the fans are in operation, to Lmax 50 dBA at the facility property lines. 50 dBA is
approximately the noise produced by an indoor air conditioner at a distance of three feet.

To achieve the required reduction in noise level, cylindrical or rectangular sound
attenuators would be mounted directly to each fan or to the ductwork within the system.
In addition, the building itself would partially shield noise from the interior of the
ventilation facility, which would further reduce noise levels outside of the building. The
Preliminary Engineering Team has stated that the ventilation facilities, with attenuators
installed, will emit noise at 45 dBA. This would meet the design standard of L. 50 dBA at
the facility property lines (i.e., the noise level generated would be less than the design
standard).

Please refer to responses to DEIS Comment #85 for responses to the RATT questions.

Response to Comment 7:

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning
community impact, noise and vibration impacts, and community health, among others, as
described in Chapter VI. The Project Team has met with community members on two
occasions: May 10 and May 31, 2016, to discuss project mitigation as described in Chapter
VII. These efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS.
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DEIS Comment 110: Response to Comment 1:

Norfolk Southern has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing
reasonable requests for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials.
Hazardous/flammable materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and
through the B&P Tunnel subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT)
regulations governing the proper labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated
materials or wastes. The rules are explained

at https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,
chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation s rail transportation system,
including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.

1 FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container

labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.

The number of variables involved makes it virtually impossible to accurately forecast
freight usage through the tunnel. Therefore, due to low probability of new freight
customers and the high cost of interconnecting freight lines with the NEC, Amtrak
anticipates that the number of freight trains using the new tunnel will remain unchanged
for the foreseeable future.

Response to Comment 2:

2 This recommendation is a policy consideration and does not address the purpose or need
of the Project. The Purpose of the Project is to address the structural and operational

deficiencies of the existing B&P Tunnel and to accommodate future high-performance

intercity passenger rail service goals for the NEC, which include:

e  Reducing travel time through the B&P Tunnel and along the NEC,

e  Accommodating existing and projected travel demand for intercity and commuter
passenger services,

e  Eliminating impediments to existing and projected operations along the NEC, and

e Providing operational reliability, while accounting for the value of the existing tunnel
as an important element of Baltimore’s rail infrastructure.
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In addition, the existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is approaching the end
of its useful life with regard to its physical condition. While the existing tunnel remains safe
for rail transportation, it requires substantial maintenance and repairs, and it does not
meet current design standards. The tunnel is considered to be structurally deficient due to
its age, the original design, and wear and tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and
unable to meet current and future rail demands. The Purpose and Need of the Project is
further defined in Chapter Il of this FEIS.

As stated above, NS has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing
reasonable requests for their service.

Response to Comment 3:

The build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the
Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would
allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional
connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific increase in
freight traffic are planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and operational
flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area without
impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the freight
railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the
near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including government
regulation, as well as market forces of rail transported materials such as coal, which
represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and
ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported that for the
first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent compared
to the same period in 2015. The combination of variables makes it virtually impossible to
accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of freight traffic is further
described in Chapter V.

Amtrak has statutory and contractual obligations to permit the continued operation of
freight trains. Currently, Norfolk Southern (NS) operates two trains through the existing
B&P Tunnel daily for freight purposes.

Response to Comment 4:

Regarding diesel emissions, when NO, levels are below applicable standards, other
pollutants of concern are also within the appropriate range. As a result, when the Project
Team analyzed predicted emissions from Ventilation Facilities, it focused on evaluating
NO,.

The American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model
(AERMOD) was used to evaluate the potential 1-hour NO, emissions from the Project.
AERMOD is the US Environmental Protection Agency’s preferred and recommended air
dispersion model. For the AERMOD analysis, a “worst case” scenario was analyzed
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assuming an average of ten diesel trains per hour operating between the hours of 6:00 am
to 7:00 pm (peak hours of operation). No diesel operations were assumed from 10:00 pm
to 3:00 am and partial operations (i.e., five diesel trains per hour) were assumed for the
remaining time. Air emissions from the diesel train operations were assumed to exit
through the north and south portals and from all three ventilation facilities. The emissions
associated with the proposed portals and ventilation facilities would not result in adverse
impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO, concentrations were predicted to be
below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards threshold levels that were set to
safeguard public health. Air dispersion modeling results are found in Chapter VI.

Chapter VI of this FEIS specifically reviewed Air Quality, Water, Soil, and Hazardous
Material impacts on Children’s Health. The build alternatives would pose no health or
safety risks that would disproportionately affect children. The build alternatives would
have no significant effects on air quality, as the net change in emissions of NO4 VOC, and
PM; s between 2040 No-Build and the 2040 Build scenario would be below de minimis
levels (levels too low to measure or to have meaningful environmental or health impacts).
In accordance with the General Conformity Thresholds, it is unlikely that emissions
associated with the ventilation facilities would cause, or substantially contribute to a
violation of NAAQS, established by the USEPA.

Response to Comment 5:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 6:

An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw if it did not meet the Project’s Purpose
and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at Baltimore Penn Station and the Gwynns
Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable engineering issue that could not be
reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of alternatives development. Please
see Chapter Il of the FEIS, which details the basis of elimination or retention for each
alternative.
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While reducing travel time through the B&P Tunnel is one of several goals of the Project, it
is not the reason the Project was initiated. Please refer to Response to Comment 2 for
more information.
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Response to comment 1:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.
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Response to Comment 2:

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning

2 community impact and health. No impacts to community health are anticipated from

construction of the build alternatives. The build alternatives would conform to federal and

state air quality standards and if a public health and safety concern is identified during

hazardous materials investigations, provisions within the Health and Safety Plan will be

implemented and regulatory authorities notified to appropriately address the hazardous
material concerns.
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DEIS Comment 112:

Response to Comment 1:
The testimony provided addresses the possibility of restoring the Northern Central
Railroad right-of-way; however, this is beyond the purview of the Project.

The report submitted along with the testimony, A Proposal to Unravel Baltimore’s Tangled
Rail Lines, argues for a comprehensive system approach to rail planning in Baltimore and
the mid-Atlantic region. It describes a list of projects and the order in which they should be
completed. The report takes into consideration local, state, and regional transportation
routes, and recommends new construction at a number of locations in order to relieve
congestion and create opportunities for expanding rail service in the future.

While recommendations in the report focus on resolving issues at a regional level, they
would not address or resolve the specific needs of the B&P Tunnel; therefore, the
improvements suggested in the report would be beyond the purview of the Project. The
existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is approaching the end of its useful life.
It is considered to be structurally deficient due to its age, the original design, and wear and
tear. The Tunnel is also functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and future rail
demands. For additional information regarding the purpose and need of the Project, please
see Chapter Il of this FEIS.

To review the September 2015 report in its entirety, please refer to DEIS Comment #11.
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Response to Comment 1:

The Northeast Corridor (NEC) faces serious challenges to meet current and projected travel
demand. Responding to these pressing issues, the FRA initiated the NEC FUTURE
Environmental Impact Statement as a comprehensive planning process for future
investment in the corridor. The NEC FUTURE identified the B&P Tunnel as one of the
segments along the NEC that faces capacity constraints and reliability challenges due to
multiple chokepoints and state-of-good-repair needs.

Consistent with NEC long-range planning needs identified in the NEC FUTURE Program, the
Project proposes a total of four tracks through Baltimore. The increased number of tracks
will eliminate a chokepoint and expand capacity to accommodate future high-frequency,
high-speed passenger train service anticipated on the NEC by 2040. Four tracks provide the
resiliency/redundancy needed to maintain rail traffic between the West Baltimore MARC
Station and Baltimore Penn Station and NEC connectivity in the event of interruptions to
service on any of the tracks. Four tracks also provide the ability for conflict-free operation
and separation of traffic types (intercity vs. commuter) which further improves operations,
reduces travel time, and accommodates over-takes of slower trains by faster trains.

Response to Comment 2:

Regarding diesel emissions, when NO; levels are below applicable standards, other
pollutants of concern are also within the appropriate range. As a result, when the Project
Team analyzed predicted emissions from Ventilation Facilities, it focused on evaluating
NO,.

The American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model
(AERMOD) was used to evaluate the potential 1-hour NO, emissions from the Project.
AERMOD is the US Environmental Protection Agency’s preferred and recommended air
dispersion model. For the AERMOD analysis, a “worst case” scenario was analyzed
assuming an average of ten diesel trains per hour operating between the hours of 6:00 am
to 7:00 pm (peak hours of operation). No diesel operations were assumed from 10:00 pm
to 3:00 am and partial operations (i.e., five diesel trains per hour) were assumed for the
remaining time. Air emissions from the diesel train operations were assumed to exit
through the north and south portals and from all three ventilation facilities. The emissions
associated with the proposed portals and ventilation facilities would not result in adverse
impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO; concentrations were predicted to be
below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards threshold levels that were set to
safeguard public health. Air dispersion modeling results are found in Chapter VI.

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.
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The Project Team has performed an impact analysis for noise following the Federal Transit
Administration’s guidance manual. The number of potential moderate and severe impacts
were estimated using noise contour maps and land use information. For the Preferred
Alternative, 296 moderate and 141 severe residential noise impacts above the FTA
Frequent Impact Criterion of 35 dBA are anticipated. Mitigation measures were
investigated for addressing moderate and severe noise impacts from tunnel operations
and include vehicle skirts, undercar absorption, spring frogs, and acquisition of a buffer
zone, among others, which are documented in Chapter VII of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 3:

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.

The housing market in Reservoir Hill is subject to many variables and externalities outside
of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or measure the future
economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.

Response to Comment 4:

Under Executive Order (12898), federal agencies are required to identify and address
disproportionately high and adverse effects of federal projects on the health or
environment of minority and low-income populations to the greatest extent practicable
and permitted by law. The Department of Transportation’s environmental justice initiatives
accomplish this goal by involving the potentially affected public in developing
transportation projects that fit harmoniously within their communities without sacrificing
safety or mobility.

The B&P Project Team has performed an Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis consistent with
EO 12898 and subsequent USDOT Orders. A critical component of the Executive Order on
environmental justice is public outreach. The Project Team has conducted extensive
engagement with the community throughout the development of the Project, as detailed
in Chapter VIII. Meetings were held with local officials; public, local, and regional
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organizations; government agencies; and representatives of affected E) communities along
the evaluated alternative alignment. Three Public Open Houses, as well as ten community
meetings, have been held where the public was given the opportunity to learn about the
Project development in-person, ask questions, and engage in discussions with the Project
Team. The Project Team also attended several local community association meetings with
environmental justice populations to present information on the Project and respond to
questions in smaller, neighborhood-focused settings. Additionally, the Project Team
attended meetings at the request of the following organizations: Residents Against the
Tunnel (RATT) on May 24, 2016 at the Beth AM Synagogue; No Boundaries Coalition on
June 14, 2016 at St. Peter’s Clavier Church; and Baltimore City Public Schools on June 16,
2016 at John Eager Howard Elementary School.

Direct mailings to residents in the Study Area included property owners within one-quarter
mile of the build alternatives, as well as additional properties within the south portal area
that could potentially be impacted by the Project. The Project website continues to post
meeting notices, Project information, and avenues to comment. Publications including
print advertisements, newsletters, and fliers have been distributed at transit hub locations,
educational facilities, libraries, senior homes, shopping centers, laundromats, places of
worship, and other organizations.

The Project Team studied community composition in the areas affected by the build
alternatives. It reviewed data from the American Community Survey 2009-2013 for
minority and low-income populations, the National Center for Educational Statistics,
government-assisted housing programs, historical references, city officials, field visits, and
community meetings. From this information, the Project Team learned that of the 77
Census Block Groups in the Study Area, 72 contain minority race and/or ethnicity
populations of 50 percent or more. Thirty-six Census Block Groups contain 32 percent or
higher low-income households. More information can be found in Chapter V of this FEIS.

Because the build alternatives are located almost entirely within E} communities within the
Study Area, the effects would be borne primarily by minority and low-income populations.
For the Preferred Alternative, neighborhood and community facility impacts would
primarily occur at the north portal within the Jones Falls area neighborhood, the south
portal within the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood, and the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility location within the Reservoir Hill neighborhood. The Preferred Alternative would
result in 22 residential and 6 commercial property displacements. Four places of worship in
the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood would be displaced. There would be high and
adverse effects to EJ populations from noise, as well as medium and adverse effects to EJ
populations from visual quality due to the placement of a ventilation facility. Alternative 3A
would displace no residential buildings, and Alternative 3C would displace 12 residential
buildings.

As the Project is advanced to the design phase and if funding is available, the Project
sponsor would carry out mitigation measures and would continue to work with the
community in order to minimize impacts. The vast majority of this Project will be
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underground which would reduce the overall impact to the communities. The Project
sponsor will also establish a fund to support community development within affected
communities, as well as a fund for maintenance of and improvement to publicly-owned
parks and recreational facilities within % mile of the Project alignment. The Project will
coordinate with local job training organizations to facilitate targeted job training and
include construction contract goals for workers of social and economic disadvantage. The
Project sponsor will also provide relocation protections to property owners and tenants
pursuant to the Uniform Relocation Act. For more information, please refer to Chapter VII
of this FEIS.
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DEIS Comment 114: Response to Comment 1:

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. Heavy machinery
could include tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment, and heavy-duty
impulsive equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed
as Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per
second (ips) as a unit of measurement. TBM vibrations during construction would generally
be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the
proposed tunnels. The TBM would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration
1 source would likely only be felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves
away from a given location. This means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a
day or two when tunneling is continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by
2 common activities such as traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated
here would be comparable to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30
feet away from an observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VL. Drill and Blast excavation would take

3 place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.
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Response to Comment 2:

The build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the
Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would
allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional
connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific increase in
freight traffic are planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and operational
flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area without
impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the freight
railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the
near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including government
regulation, as well as market forces of rail transported materials such as coal, which
represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and
ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported that for the
first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent compared
to the same period in 2015. The combination of variables makes it virtually impossible to
accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of freight traffic is further
described in Chapter V.

Amtrak has statutory and contractual obligations to permit the continued operation of
freight trains. Currently, Norfolk Southern (NS) operates two trains through the existing
B&P Tunnel daily for freight purposes.

Response to Comment 3:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO;
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation facility air dispersion modeling.
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Response to Comment 4:

Since the publication of the DEIS, mitigation development has advanced and mitigation
measures are included in this FEIS. Some examples include installation of public facilities,
community centers, public services, small business assistance, and pedestrian and bicycle
access improvements. Please refer to Chapter VII for more information. Final mitigation
plans would be completed following the selection of the Preferred Alternative and final
determination of impacts on the community.

Response to Comment 5:

The Project DEIS, including Appendices and supporting Technical Reports, was made
available for comment from December 18, 2015 to February 26, 2016. As described in
Chapter VIII of this FEIS, the DEIS was distributed to several Federal, State, Regional, City,
and County agencies, community organizations, stakeholders, and elected officials. The
DEIS is also available on the Project website www.bptunnel.com. A hard copy of the DEIS
document was also made available at ten locations, including the Baltimore City
Department of Transportation, Transit Bureau, Bentalou Recreation Center, Bon Secours
Community Works, four Enoch Pratt Library locations, John Eager Howard Recreation
Center, Maryland Department of Transportation, and the Maryland Transit Administration.

The Project Team has engaged in extensive public outreach throughout the development
of the project, including holding three public open houses and ten community meetings
where the public was given the opportunity to learn about the project and engage in
discussion with the Project Team. In addition to these meetings, the Project Team is
working with community groups and individual community members to determine the
most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning community impact, noise
and vibration impacts, and community health (among others) as described in Chapter VI.
The Project Team has met with community members on two occasions: May 10 and May
31, 2016, to discuss project mitigation as described in Chapter VII. These efforts are
ongoing and are documented in this FEIS. Additional details of this outreach are described
in Chapter VI as well as Chapter ViIIl.
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Response to Comment 1:

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes

resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.

The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Ill in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.
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Response to Comment 1:

The Northeast Corridor (NEC) faces serious challenges to meet current and projected travel
demand. Responding to these pressing issues, the FRA initiated the NEC FUTURE
Environmental Impact Statement as a comprehensive planning process for future
investment in the corridor. The NEC FUTURE identified the B&P Tunnel as one of the
segments along the NEC that faces capacity constraints and reliability challenges due to
multiple chokepoints and state-of-good-repair needs.

Consistent with NEC long-range planning needs identified in the NEC FUTURE Program, the
Project proposes a total of four tracks through Baltimore. The increased number of tracks
will eliminate a chokepoint and expand capacity to accommodate future high-frequency,
high-speed passenger train service anticipated on the NEC by 2040. Four tracks provide the
resiliency/redundancy needed to maintain rail traffic between the West Baltimore MARC
Station and Baltimore Penn Station and NEC connectivity in the event of interruptions to
service on any of the tracks. Four tracks also provide the ability for conflict-free operation
and separation of traffic types (intercity vs. commuter) which further improves operations,
reduces travel time, and accommodates over-takes of slower trains by faster trains.

Amtrak design practices require new NEC infrastructure meet current standards, including
Plate H (double stack) clearances. However, the new tunnel could not be used by double
stack freight trains unless certain factors are met. These factors include:

e Substantial improvements, such as extensive additional vertical clearance
improvements north and south of the B&P Tunnel to other NEC infrastructure;
these improvements are not being designed as part of the B&P Project;

e  Federal, state, local and regional support for aforementioned improvements
including funding and policy;

e Increasing the bridge and catenary clearance on the NEC where double stack/high
dimension trains are to travel;

e  Construction of new or modified Union tunnel to Plate H/K (double stack)
clearances; without a high dimension Union tunnel, double stack freight service
using the B&P Tunnel is not possible;

e NS currently favors the Harrisburg-Perryville route for intermodal service;

e  Freight schedules limited to off peak/night time periods which affects the
scheduling flexibility and transit time for high priority (Intermodal) shipments for
which time is absolutely critical; and

e Construction of track connection/s between the CSX and the NEC if CSX chooses to
use the NEC.

In the short-term, there is no indication of any significant increase in freight movements
through the B&P Tunnel.
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Response to Comment 2:

All of the proposed Project infrastructure will be designed, constructed, and maintained
using proven modern design and safety standards. The Project will be designed in
accordance with applicable regulations, oversight agency guidance, and knowledge of
safety standards to ensure optimal safety.

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences

2 (FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. Heavy machinery
could include tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment, and heavy-duty
impulsive equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed
as Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per
second (ips) as a unit of measurement. TBM vibrations during construction would generally
be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the
proposed tunnels. The TBM would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration
3 source would likely only be felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves
away from a given location. This means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a
day or two when tunneling is continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by
common activities such as traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated
here would be comparable to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30
feet away from an observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.
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All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

Response to Comment 3:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North

4 Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce

5 environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 4:

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.

Response to Comment 5:

Norfolk Southern has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing
reasonable requests for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials.
Hazardous/flammable materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and
through the B&P Tunnel subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT)
regulations governing the proper labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated
materials or wastes. The rules are explained

at https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,

chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation s rail transportation system,

including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.
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FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.

The number of variables involved makes it virtually impossible to accurately forecast
freight usage through the tunnel. Therefore, due to low probability of new freight
customers and the high cost of interconnecting freight lines with the NEC, Amtrak
anticipates that the number of freight trains using the new tunnel will remain unchanged
for the foreseeable future.

Response to Comment 6:

The build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the
Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would
allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional
connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific increase in
freight traffic are planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and operational
flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area without
impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the freight
railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the
near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including government
regulation, as well as market forces of rail transported materials such as coal, which
represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and
ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported that for the
first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent compared
to the same period in 2015. The combination of variables makes it virtually impossible to
accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of freight traffic is further
described in Chapter V.

Amtrak has statutory and contractual obligations to permit the continued operation of
freight trains. Currently, Norfolk Southern (NS) operates two trains through the existing
B&P Tunnel daily for freight purposes.

The Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis in Chapter VI of this FEIS describes the
methodology for determining disproportionate impact to minority or economically
disadvantaged communities. EJ populations would experience impacts as a result of the
Project, including property acquisition; impacts to housing, land use/zoning, and
community facilities; changes in visual quality, and noise impacts as described in Chapter
VI. The Project Team has engaged extensively with the community throughout the
development of the Project, detailed in Chapter VIII. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with
community members and organizations and are documented in this FEIS.
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DEIS Comment 117: Response to Comment 1:

The Project Team has performed an impact analysis for noise following the Federal Transit
Administration’s guidance manual. The number of potential moderate and severe impacts
were estimated using noise contour maps and land use information. For the Preferred
Alternative, 296 moderate and 141 severe residential noise impacts above the FTA
Frequent Impact Criterion of 35 dBA are anticipated. Mitigation measures were
investigated for addressing moderate and severe noise impacts from tunnel operations
and include vehicle skirts, undercar absorption, spring frogs, and acquisition of a buffer
zone, among others, which are documented in Chapter VII of this FEIS.

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted, or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age), the property owner would be compensated for the cost of repairs.

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

2 Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. Heavy machinery
could include tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment, and heavy-duty
impulsive equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed
as Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per
second (ips) as a unit of measurement. TBM vibrations during construction would generally
be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the
proposed tunnels. The TBM would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration
source would likely only be felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves
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away from a given location. This means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a
day or two when tunneling is continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by
common activities such as traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated
here would be comparable to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30
feet away from an observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

Response to Comment 2:

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.

The build alternatives would impact the Midtown-Edmondson Historic District.
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would require demolition of nine historic
properties, located in the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood. The build alternatives
would also impact the Reservoir Hill Historic District as a result of the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility. The Intermediate Ventilation Facility would be constructed along 900-
940 West North Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), which would constitute a Section
4(f) use resulting from demolition of a contributing resource. Further analysis of historic
properties is found in Chapter VI of this FEIS. Potential mitigation strategies include
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historic property documentation, establishment of a historic properties preservation fund,
and interpretive signage. More information on potential Section 4(f) mitigation measures
are available in Chapter VI and Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 3:

The Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis in Chapter VI of this FEIS describes the
methodology for determining disproportionate impact to minority or economically
disadvantaged communities. EJ populations would experience impacts as a result of the
Project, including property acquisition; impacts to housing, land use/zoning, and
community facilities; changes in visual quality, and noise impacts as described in Chapter
VI. The Project Team has engaged extensively with the community throughout the
development of the Project, detailed in Chapter VIII. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with
community members and organizations and are documented in this FEIS.

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning
community impact, noise and vibration impacts, and community health, among others, as
described in Chapter VI. The Project Team has met with community members on two
occasions: May 10 and May 31, 2016, to discuss project mitigation as described in Chapter
VII. These efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS.

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.
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DEIS Comment 118: Response to Comment 1:

The Purpose of the Project is to address the structural and operational deficiencies of the
existing B&P Tunnel and to accommodate future high-performance intercity passenger rail
service goals for the NEC, which include:

e Reducing travel time through the B&P Tunnel and along the NEC,

e Accommodating existing and projected travel demand for intercity and commuter
passenger services,

e  Eliminating impediments to existing and projected operations along the NEC, and

e Providing operational reliability, while accounting for the value of the existing tunnel
as an important element of Baltimore’s rail infrastructure.

In addition, the existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is approaching the end
of its useful life with regard to its physical condition. While the existing tunnel remains safe
for rail transportation, it requires substantial maintenance and repairs, and it does not
meet current design standards. The tunnel is considered to be structurally deficient due to
its age, the original design, and wear and tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and
unable to meet current and future rail demands. The Purpose and Need of the Project is
further defined in Chapter Il of this FEIS.

! Response to Comment 2:
The new tunnels would be designed to optimize safety and modern standards. Amtrak and
Norfolk Southern (NS) are anticipated to use existing fleets and newly acquired equipment
in the tunnel. This equipment must meet federal standards for safe operations. In addition,
the tunnel will be equipped with Automatic Train Control (ATC) and Positive Train Control
(PTC) systems, which use computer systems to control the speed of trains within the
tunnel.

2

Response to Comment 3:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and

3 photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be compensated for the cost of repairs.
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DEIS Comment 119:
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Response to Comment 1:

The Project Team has engaged in extensive public outreach throughout the development
of the Project, including holding three public open houses and ten community meetings
where the public was given the opportunity to learn about project development and
engage in discussion with the Project Team. In addition to these meetings, the Project
Team is working with community groups and individual community members to determine
the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning community impact,
noise and vibration impacts, and community health (among others) as described in
Chapter VI. The Project Team has met with community members on two occasions: May
10 and May 31, 2016, to discuss project mitigation as described in Chapter VII. These
efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS. Details of outreach are described in
1 Chapter VI as well as Chapter VIII.
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DEIS Comment 120:
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Response to Comment 1:

Regarding the Baltimore City Health Disparities Report written by the Baltimore City Health
Department and Johns Hopkins University, Children’s Health was assessed for Air Quality,
Water, Soil and Hazardous Material and is described in Chapter VI of this FEIS.

The Preferred Alternative would pose no health or safety risks that would
disproportionately affect children. The build alternatives would pose no health or safety
risks that would disproportionately affect children. The build alternatives would have no
significant effects on air quality, as the net change in emissions of NOx VOC, and PM; 5
between 2040 No-Build and the 2040 Build scenario would be below de minimis levels
(levels too low to measure or to have meaningful environmental or health impacts). In
accordance with the General Conformity Thresholds, it is unlikely that emissions associated
with the ventilation plants would cause, or substantially contribute to a violation of

1 NAAQS, established by the USEPA. No sole source aquifers, active water supply reservoirs,
or wells are located near the Project. The Project will have no impact to potable water.
Under the Preferred Alternative, 112 sites of concern were identified within 1 mile of the
alignment; once type and extent of contamination and details of construction are known,
potential risk and exposure can be assessed and appropriate documentation in place.
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Response to Comment 2:

Under Executive Order (12898), federal agencies are required to identify and address
disproportionately high and adverse effects of federal projects on the health or
environment of minority and low-income populations to the greatest extent practicable
and permitted by law. The Department of Transportation’s environmental justice initiatives
2 accomplish this goal by involving the potentially affected public in developing
transportation projects that fit harmoniously within their communities without sacrificing
safety or mobility.

The B&P Project Team has performed an Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis consistent with
EO 12898 and subsequent USDOT Orders. A critical component of the Executive Order on
environmental justice is public outreach. The Project Team has conducted extensive
engagement with the community throughout the development of the Project, as detailed
in Chapter VIII. Meetings were held with local officials; public, local, and regional
organizations; government agencies; and representatives of affected EJ communities along
the evaluated alternative alignment. Three Public Open Houses, as well as ten community
meetings, have been held where the public was given the opportunity to learn about the
Project development in-person, ask questions, and engage in discussions with the Project
Team. The Project Team also attended several local community association meetings with
environmental justice populations to present information on the Project and respond to
questions in smaller, neighborhood-focused settings. Additionally, the Project Team
attended meetings at the request of the following organizations: Residents Against the
Tunnel (RATT) on May 24, 2016 at the Beth AM Synagogue; No Boundaries Coalition on
June 14, 2016 at St. Peter’s Clavier Church; and Baltimore City Public Schools on June 16,
2016 at John Eager Howard Elementary School.

Direct mailings to residents in the Study Area included property owners within one-quarter
mile of the build alternatives, as well as additional properties within the south portal area
that could potentially be impacted by the Project. The Project website continues to post
meeting notices, Project information, and avenues to comment. Publications including
print advertisements, newsletters, and fliers have been distributed at transit hub locations,
educational facilities, libraries, senior homes, shopping centers, laundromats, places of
worship, and other organizations.

The Project Team studied community composition in the areas affected by the build
alternatives. It reviewed data from the American Community Survey 2009-2013 for
minority and low-income populations, the National Center for Educational Statistics,
government-assisted housing programs, historical references, city officials, field visits, and
community meetings. From this information, the Project Team learned that of the 77
Census Block Groups in the Study Area, 72 contain minority race and/or ethnicity
populations of 50 percent or more. Thirty-six Census Block Groups contain 32 percent or
higher low-income households. More information can be found in Chapter V of this FEIS.

FEIS November 2016 428



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS

FEIS November 2016

RESPONSES

Because the build alternatives are located almost entirely within EJ communities within the
Study Area, the effects would be borne primarily by minority and low-income populations.
For the Preferred Alternative, neighborhood and community facility impacts would
primarily occur at the north portal within the Jones Falls area neighborhood, the south
portal within the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood, and the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility location within the Reservoir Hill neighborhood. The Preferred Alternative would
result in 22 residential and 6 commercial property displacements. Four places of worship in
the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood would be displaced. There would be high and
adverse effects to EJ populations from noise, as well as medium and adverse effects to EJ
populations from visual quality due to the placement of a ventilation facility. Alternative 3A
would displace no residential buildings, and Alternative 3C would displace 12 residential
buildings.

As the Project is advanced to the design phase and if funding is available, the Project
sponsor would carry out mitigation measures and would continue to work with the
community in order to minimize impacts. The vast majority of this Project will be
underground which would reduce the overall impact to the communities. The Project
sponsor will also establish a fund to support community development within affected
communities, as well as a fund for maintenance of and improvement to publicly-owned
parks and recreational facilities within % mile of the Project alignment. The Project will
coordinate with local job training organizations to facilitate targeted job training and
include construction contract goals for workers of social and economic disadvantage. The
Project sponsor will also provide relocation protections to property owners and tenants
pursuant to the Uniform Relocation Act. For more information, please refer to Chapter ViI
of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 3:

Regarding the CO threshold, EPA sets de minimis thresholds for every ‘criteria’ pollutant.
However, those thresholds are only applicable in areas that are in non-attainment or
maintenance status for a particular pollutant. Baltimore City is in attainment for CO, so the
threshold does not apply. As a result, the threshold for CO did not appear on the board at
the meeting.
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Response to Comment 1:

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 2:

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

432



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS

FEIS November 2016

RESPONSES

Response to Comment 3:

The Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis in Chapter VI of this FEIS describes the
methodology for determining disproportionate impact to minority or economically
disadvantaged communities. EJ populations would experience impacts as a result of the
Project, including property acquisition; impacts to housing, land use/zoning, and
community facilities; changes in visual quality, and noise impacts as described in Chapter
VI. The Project Team has engaged extensively with the community throughout the
development of the Project, detailed in Chapter VIII. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with
community members and organizations and are documented in this FEIS.
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Response to Comment 4:

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced through a comprehensive
alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input from the public
as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes resulted in sizeable
reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources. The FEIS identifies
4 Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Il in this FEIS provides a comparison
of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried forward based on engineering
and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification for the identification of
Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter IV of this FEIS.
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Response to Comment 1:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be compensated for the cost of repairs.

Response to Comment 2:

The Purpose of the Project is to address the structural and operational deficiencies of the
existing B&P Tunnel and to accommodate future high-performance intercity passenger rail
service goals for the NEC, including:

e Toreduce travel time through the B&P Tunnel and along the NEC,

e  To accommodate existing and projected travel demand for intercity and commuter
passenger services,

e Toeliminate impediments to existing and projected operations along the NEC, and

e  To provide operational reliability, while accounting for the value of the existing
tunnel as an important element of Baltimore’s rail infrastructure.

The existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is approaching the end of its useful
life with regard to its physical condition. While the existing tunnel remains safe for rail
transportation, it requires substantial maintenance and repairs, and it does not meet
current design standards. The tunnel is considered to be structurally deficient due to its
age, the original design, and wear and tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and
unable to meet current and future rail demands. The Purpose and Need of the Project is
further defined in Chapter Il of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 3:

The economic and housing markets in Reservoir Hill are subject to many variables and
externalities outside of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or
measure the future economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.
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Response to Comment 4:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO;
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation facility air dispersion modeling.

Response to Comment 5:

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning
community impact, noise and vibration impacts, and community health, among others, as
described in Chapter VI. The Project Team has met with community members on two
occasions: May 10 and May 31, 2016, to discuss project mitigation as described in Chapter
VII. These efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS.

The build alternatives would impact the Midtown-Edmondson Historic District.
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would require demolition of nine historic
properties, located in the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood. The build alternatives
would also impact the Reservoir Hill Historic District as a result of the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility. The Intermediate Ventilation Facility would be constructed along 900-
940 West North Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), which would constitute a Section
4(f) use resulting from demolition of a contributing resource. Further analysis of historic
properties is found in Chapter VI of this FEIS. Potential mitigation strategies include
historic property documentation, establishment of a historic properties preservation fund,
and interpretive signage. More information on potential Section 4(f) mitigation measures
are available in Chapter VI and Chapter VII.
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Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes
resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.
The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative.

Response to Comment 6:

The Project has been planned mostly underground in order to avoid greater impacts to the
community. Fire in a tunnel is much less damaging to a community than a fire or other
emergency event on an above-ground track running through the neighborhood. The new
B&P Tunnel will be designed to be better equipped and prepared than the current B&P
Tunnel.
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Response to Comment 1:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 2:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted, or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age), the property owner would be compensated for the cost of repairs.

Response to Comment 3:

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. Heavy machinery
could include tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment, and heavy-duty
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impulsive equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed
as Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per
second (ips) as a unit of measurement. TBM vibrations during construction would generally
be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the
proposed tunnels. The TBM would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration
source would likely only be felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves
away from a given location. This means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a
day or two when tunneling is continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by
common activities such as traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated
here would be comparable to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30
feet away from an observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

Response to Comment 4:

The economic and housing markets in Reservoir Hill are subject to many variables and
externalities outside of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or
measure the future economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.
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DEIS Comment 124:

Response to Comment 1:

The Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis in Chapter VI of this FEIS describes the
methodology for determining disproportionate impact to minority or economically
disadvantaged communities. EJ populations would experience impacts as a result of the
Project, including property acquisition; impacts to housing, land use/zoning, and
community facilities; changes in visual quality, and noise impacts as described in Chapter
VI.

The Project Team has engaged in extensive public outreach throughout the development
of the project, including holding three public open houses and ten community meetings
where the public was given the opportunity to learn about the project and engage in
discussion with the Project Team. In addition to these meetings, the Project Team is
working with community groups and individual community members to determine the
most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning community impact, noise
and vibration impacts, and community health (among others) as described in Chapter VI.
The Project Team has met with community members on two occasions: May 10 and May
31, 2016, to discuss project mitigation as described in Chapter VII. These efforts are
ongoing and are documented in this FEIS. Additional details of this outreach are described
in Chapter VI as well as Chapter VIII.

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes
resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.
The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Il in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
1 for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.
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Response to Comment 2:

Per Chapter V of the FEIS, it is projected that in 2040, 388 trains are expected to use the

1 tunnel—386 passenger trains with no hazardous material cargo, and two freight trains
with the potential to have limited hazardous material cargo (based on current freight
volumes projected into the future). Since Amtrak is responsible for operating a robust
passenger rail service, the two inner tracks of the four-track tunnel system would be
reserved (in all but emergency conditions) for high-speed passenger train operations and
freight services would be restricted to share the two slower, outer tracks. It is not possible
for the tunnel system to accommodate significantly increased freight operations.

Response to Comment 3:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
3 corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 4:

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
4 (NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO,
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation facility air dispersion modeling.
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Response to Comment 5:

The housing market in Reservoir Hill is subject to many variables and externalities outside
of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or measure the future
economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning
community impact, noise and vibration impacts, and community health, among others, as
described in Chapter VI. The Project Team has met with community members on two
occasions: May 10 and May 31, 2016, to discuss project mitigation as described in Chapter
VII. These efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS.
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DEIS Comment 125:
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Response to Comment 1:

Trains are among the safest form of transportation available on an accident per passenger-
mile basis. In the unlikely event of an accident, local responders receive training for a
variety of incidents related to specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. The tunnel
would be constructed to meet current standards for fire protection. Additionally, the
Project sponsor will develop and implement a Hazardous Spill Prevention Plan and a

1 Hazardous Materials Remediation Plan, as well as an Emergency Management Plan to be
implemented in the event of a tunnel emergency.

2 Response to Comment 2:
Regarding quality of life, potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities
as a result of the Project are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build
alternatives, the majority of the Project would be constructed underground, and north
portal construction (including north ventilation facilities) would take place within existing
3 transportation land uses. Impacts would primarily occur due to the construction of the
south portal and the Intermediate Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.

Regarding historical impact, the build alternatives would impact the Midtown-Edmondson
Historic District. Construction would require demolition of nine historic properties located
in the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood. The build alternatives would also impact the
Reservoir Hill Historic District as a result of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility. The
current preferred location for the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), which would constitute a Section 4(f) use resulting
from demolition of a contributing resource. Further analysis of historic properties is found
in Chapter VI of this FEIS. Potential mitigation strategies include historic property
documentation, establishment of a historic properties preservation fund, and interpretive
signage. More information on potential Section 4(f) mitigation measures are available in
Chapter VI and Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 3:

The housing market in Reservoir Hill is subject to many variables and externalities outside
of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or measure the future
economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.
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DEIS Comment 126:
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Response to Comment 1:

1 Trains are among the safest form of transportation available on an accident per passenger-
mile basis. In the unlikely event of an accident, local responders receive training for a
variety of incidents related to specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. The tunnel
would be constructed to meet current standards for fire protection. Additionally, the
Project sponsor will develop and implement a Hazardous Spill Prevention Plan and a
Hazardous Materials Remediation Plan, as well as an Emergency Management Plan to be
implemented in the event of a tunnel emergency.
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Response to Comment 2:

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning

2 community impact, noise and vibration impacts, and community health, among others, as
described in Chapter VI. The Project Team has met with community members on two
occasions: May 10 and May 31, 2016, to discuss project mitigation as described in Chapter
VII. These efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS.
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Response to Comment 1:

As described in this FEIS, the initial range of alternatives was identified based on previous
studies and during the preliminary alternatives development phase of the Project. A total
of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build, Alternative
2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and 14 new location alternatives. The 14 new
location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous studies (Alternatives 3
through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project (Alternatives 8
through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to all of the 16
preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and Alternative 2:
Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on Environmental
Quality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at
Baltimore Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable
engineering issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of
alternatives development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15, and
16 were all found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Il of the FEIS details the basis of elimination
or retention for each alternative.

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes
resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.
The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Il in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 2:

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
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Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.

Executive Order 12898 requires federal agencies to ensure effective, meaningful
involvement of low-income and minority populations in project planning and
development, and potentially affected EJ populations have fair and equal access to
information. The Project Team has engaged in extensive public outreach throughout the
4 development of the Project, including three public open houses and ten community
meetings. In addition to these meetings, Mitigation Working Groups comprised of
community organization representatives and members of the Project Team were
established to determine the most effective mitigation for the Project. Details of this
outreach are described in Chapter VI and Chapter ViIil.

Response to Comment 3:

The purpose of this Project is to address the structural and operational deficiencies of the
existing B&P Tunnel and to accommodate future high-performance intercity passenger rail
service goals for the NEC. The existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is
approaching the end of its useful life with regard to its physical condition. While the
existing tunnel remains safe for rail transportation, it requires substantial maintenance and
repairs, and it does not meet current design standards. The tunnel is considered to be
structurally deficient due to its age, the original design, and wear and tear. The tunnel is
also functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and future rail demands. The
Purpose and Need of the Project is further defined in Chapter Il of this FEIS.

The Howard Street Tunnel is privately owned by CSX, who is currently studying options to
increase capacity there. Those efforts are beyond the purview of the Project.

Response to Comment 4:

5 Norfolk Southern has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing
reasonable requests for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials.
Hazardous/flammable materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and
through the B&P Tunnel subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT)
regulations governing the proper labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated
materials or wastes. The rules are explained

at https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,
chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation s rail transportation system,

including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
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compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.

FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.

The number of variables involved makes it virtually impossible to accurately forecast
freight usage through the tunnel. Therefore, due to low probability of new freight
customers and the high cost of interconnecting freight lines with the NEC, Amtrak
anticipates that the number of freight trains using the new tunnel will remain unchanged
for the foreseeable future.

Response to Comment 5:
The Maryland Department of Transportation oversees comprehensive transportation

planning for the State. Prior studies have been performed that evaluate the full network of

rail corridors, especially those in and around the City of Baltimore. The study of the B&P

Tunnel partly resulted from the identification of this project as a critical component to the

greater rail access plan.
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DEIS Comment 128:

Response to Comment 1:
1 Please refer to DEIS Comment #39 for corresponding written comments.
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Response to Comment 2:

As described in this FEIS, the initial range of alternatives was identified based on previous
studies and during the preliminary alternatives development phase of the Project. A total
of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build, Alternative
2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and 14 new location alternatives. The 14 new
location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous studies (Alternatives 3
through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project (Alternatives 8
through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to all of the 16
preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and Alternative 2:
Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on Environmental
Quality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at
Baltimore Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable
engineering issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of
alternatives development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15, and
16 were all found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter lll of the FEIS details the basis of elimination
or retention for each alternative.

Response to Comment 3:

While reducing travel time through the B&P Tunnel and along the NEC is a goal of the
Project, it is not the sole reason the Project was initiated. The existing B&P Tunnel is more
than 140 years old and is approaching the end of its useful life with regard to its physical
condition. While the existing tunnel remains safe for rail transportation, it requires
substantial maintenance and repairs, and it does not meet current design standards. The
tunnel is considered to be structurally deficient due to its age, the original design, and
wear and tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and
future rail demands. The Purpose and Need of the Project is further defined in Chapter Il
of this FEIS. Goals of the Project include:

e  Reducing travel time through the B&P Tunnel and along the NEC,

e Accommodating existing and projected travel demand for intercity and commuter
passenger services,

e  Eliminating impediments to existing and projected operations along the NEC, and

e Providing operational reliability, while accounting for the value of the existing tunnel
as an important element of Baltimore’s rail infrastructure.
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Response to Comment 4:

The build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the
Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would
allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional
connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific increase in
freight traffic are planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and operational
flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area without
impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the freight
4 railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the
near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including government
regulation, as well as market forces of rail transported materials such as coal, which
represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and
ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported that for the
first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent compared
to the same period in 2015. The combination of variables makes it virtually impossible to

5 accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of freight traffic is further
described in Chapter V.

Amtrak has statutory and contractual obligations to permit the continued operation of
freight trains. Currently, Norfolk Southern (NS) operates two trains through the existing
B&P Tunnel daily for freight purposes.

6 Response to Comment 5:

Regarding diesel emissions, when NO, levels are below applicable standards, other
pollutants of concern are also within the appropriate range. As a result, when the Project
Team analyzed predicted emissions from Ventilation Facilities, it focused on evaluating
NO,.

The American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model
(AERMOD) was used to evaluate the potential 1-hour NO, emissions from the Project.
AERMOD is the US Environmental Protection Agency’s preferred and recommended air
dispersion model. For the AERMOD analysis, a “worst case” scenario was analyzed

7 assuming an average of ten diesel trains per hour operating between the hours of 6:00 am
to 7:00 pm (peak hours of operation). No diesel operations were assumed from 10:00 pm
to 3:00 am and partial operations (i.e., five diesel trains per hour) were assumed for the
remaining time. Air emissions from the diesel train operations were assumed to exit
through the north and south portals and from all three ventilation facilities. The emissions
associated with the proposed portals and ventilation facilities would not result in adverse
impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO, concentrations were predicted to be
below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards threshold levels that were set to
safeguard public health. Air dispersion modeling results are found in Chapter VI.
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The housing market in Reservoir Hill is subject to many variables and externalities outside
of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or measure the future
economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.

To prevent accidents and fires, FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to
the public, including emergency response information and safety and security plans. Local
first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for specific facilities,
including the B&P Tunnel. The build alternatives would be designed and constructed in
compliance with all current standards relative to Fire Life and Safety, which includes
compliance with the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA). Emergency access/egress
for pedestrians would be accomplished via emergency exits no farther than 2,500 feet
apart or cross-passages between tunnels every 800 feet or less, or in some situations, a
combination of both. For the Preferred Alternative, three locations would be provided for
emergency egress to the surface, working with cross-passages in the tunnels. The
emergency egress to ground level would be provided at the south portal Ventilation
Facility, via the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, and at the north portal Ventilation Facility.

The ventilation facilities would be an essential Life/Safety component of the build
alternatives, beyond their function of providing emergency access/egress for the tunnels.
The ventilation facilities would include an above-ground structure housing fans and
ancillary equipment, operations and control equipment, fire protection equipment, and
silencers and dampers. In the unlikely event of a fire, smoke could emerge from the vents,
as is the case with any structural fire. The ventilation facilities and fans are built so that
smoke emerging from the Tunnel would be projected up and away from the community. In
the very rare event of a tunnel fire, the path from a fire to the exhaust louvers is long and
circuitous, with many bends that reduce the ability of particles to travel through the fans
and louvers.

The Project has been planned mostly underground in order to avoid greater impacts to the
community. Fire in a tunnel is much less damaging to a community than an above-ground
track running through the neighborhood. The new B&P Tunnel will be designed to be
better equipped and prepared than the current B&P Tunnel.

Response to Comment 6:

Amtrak’s first priority is to its passenger services. Therefore, although Amtrak must
accommodate requests from NS or other freight operators with trackage rights
agreements for additional train moves on the NEC, Amtrak need only schedule such moves
as space between passenger trains can be made available. Where the freight operator and
Amtrak have a dispute about scheduling of freight moves, the Surface Transportation
Board (STB) adjudicates trackage rights agreements.
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For the past several years, only one local NS freight train has been operating through the
B&P Tunnel daily, serving customers south of the B&P Tunnel between Baltimore and
Washington, DC. NS has no plans to increase or change its B&P Tunnel freight operation in
the near future. NS has, however, restated its contractual right to increase freight
operations in the future should it see value in doing so. In addition, the agreements
provide that Amtrak cannot take any action that may restrict future growth in freight
traffic through the B&P Tunnel.

Response to Comment 7:

Please refer to Response to Comment 1 for information regarding the alternatives analysis.
An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw if it did not utilize existing infrastructure
at Baltimore Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge. The viable alternatives are close to
the existing Tunnel in order to utilize existing infrastructure.

Response to Comment 8:

The Maryland Department of Transportation oversees comprehensive transportation
planning for the State. Prior studies have been performed that evaluate the full network of
rail corridors, especially those in and around the City of Baltimore. The study of the B&P
Tunnel partly resulted from the identification of this project as a critical component to the
greater rail access plan.

While recommendations for a new line might aid in resolving issues at a regional level,
they would not address or resolve the specific needs of the B&P Tunnel. The existing B&P
Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is approaching the end of its useful life. It is
considered to be structurally deficient due to its age, the original design, and wear and
tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and future rail
demands. For additional information regarding the purpose and need of the Project, please
see Chapter Il of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 9:

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning
community impact, noise and vibration impacts, and community health (among others), as
described in Chapter VI. The Project Team has met with community members on two
occasions: May 10 and May 31, 2016, to discuss project mitigation as described in Chapter
VII. These efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS.
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Response to Comment 1:

The build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the
Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would
allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional
connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific increase in
freight traffic is planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and operational
flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area without
impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the freight
railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the
near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including government
regulation, as well as market forces of rail transported materials such as coal, which
represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and
ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported that for the
first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent compared
to the same period in 2015. The combination of variables makes it virtually impossible to
accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of freight traffic is further
described in Chapter V.

Response to Comment 2:

As described in this FEIS, the initial range of alternatives was identified based on previous
studies and during the preliminary alternatives development phase of the Project. A total
of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build, Alternative
2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and 14 new location alternatives. The 14 new
location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous studies (Alternatives 3
through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project (Alternatives 8
through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to all of the 16
preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and Alternative 2:
Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on Environmental
Quality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at
Baltimore Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable
engineering issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of
alternatives development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15, and
16 were all found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Il of the FEIS details the basis of elimination
or retention for each alternative.

Since the publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was selected as the Preferred Alternative.
Alternative 3B was advanced through a comprehensive alternatives development and
evaluation process that incorporated input from the public as well as federal, state and
local government agencies. These changes resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts,
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particularly to residences and historic resources. Chapter Il in this FEIS provides a
comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried forward based on
engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification for the selection of
Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter IV of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 3:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 4:

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. Heavy machinery
could include tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment, and heavy-duty
impulsive equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed
as Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per
second (ips) as a unit of measurement. TBM vibrations during construction would generally
be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the
proposed tunnels. The TBM would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration
source would likely only be felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves
away from a given location. This means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a
day or two when tunneling is continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by
common activities such as traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated
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here would be comparable to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30
feet away from an observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted, or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age), the property owner would be compensated for the cost of repairs.

Response to Comment 5:

Norfolk Southern has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing
reasonable requests for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials.

7 Hazardous/flammable materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and
through the B&P Tunnel subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT)
regulations governing the proper labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated
materials or wastes. The rules are explained

at https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,

chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation s rail transportation system,
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including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.

FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.

Response to Comment 6:

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO;
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation facility air dispersion modeling.

Response to Comment 7:
Efficient transport of goods provides economic benefit to the City, region, and rail
consumers.

The build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the
Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would
allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional
connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific increase in
freight traffic are planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and operational
flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area without
impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the freight
railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the
near future.

It is not possible to provide cost projections for private usage of the B&P Tunnel. The
owner of the tunnel, Amtrak, is a private company, as are the freight companies that may
use the tunnel in the future. NS and CSX are not required to release information on
projected financials or similar information considered to be proprietary. Furthermore, it is
not clear whether these companies have projected costs. Fees are unknown because usage
is unknown. For more information on the relationship between the freight industry and
the rail line, please see Chapter V of this FEIS.
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DEIS Comment 130:

Response to Comment 1:

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes
resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.
The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Ill in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.

The Preferred Alternative would displace 22 residential buildings in the Midtown-

1 Edmondson neighborhood, Alternative 3A would displace no residential buildings, and
Alternative 3C would displace 12 residential buildings. Executive Order 12898 requires
federal agencies to ensure effective, meaningful involvement of low-income and minority
populations in project planning and development, and potentially affected EJ populations
have fair and equal access to information. The Project Team has engaged in extensive
public outreach throughout the development of the Project, including three public open
houses and ten community meetings. In addition to these meetings, Mitigation Working
Groups comprised of community organization representatives and members of the Project
Team were established to determine the most effective mitigation for the Project. Details
of this outreach are described in Chapter VI and Chapter VIII.
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Response to Comment 2:

The Project Team has engaged in extensive public outreach throughout the development
of the project, including holding three public open houses and ten community meetings
where the public was given the opportunity to learn about the project and engage in
discussion with the Project Team. In addition to these meetings, the Project Team is

2 working with community groups and individual community members to determine the
most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning community impact, noise
and vibration impacts, and community health (among others) as described in Chapter VI.
The Project Team has met with community members on two occasions: May 10 and May
31, 2016, to discuss project mitigation as described in Chapter VII. These efforts are
ongoing and are documented in this FEIS. Additional details of this outreach are described
in Chapter VI as well as Chapter VIIl.
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Response to Comment 1:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.
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Response to Comment 2:

As described in Chapter lll of the FEIS, the build alternatives would require three
ventilation facilities in order to meet current safety industry standards (NFPA 130) for
projected NEC FUTURE train demand headway, and to ensure proper ventilation of the
proposed tunnels. The purpose of the ventilation facility is to pull fresh air into the tunnel
and ventilate the tunnel air to the outside. One ventilation facility will be located at the
south portal, and another will be located 300-600 feet from the north portal. A third
ventilation facility would be located at street level, connected to the bored portion of the
tunnels by a vertical shaft and connecting tunnel (plenum), splitting the proposed tunnel
into two unequal lengths. The Intermediate Ventilation Facility would consist of a building,
2 approximately 100 feet by 200 feet in plan with a maximum height of 60 feet.

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. Heavy machinery

3 could include tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment, and heavy-duty
impulsive equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed
as Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per
second (ips) as a unit of measurement. TBM vibrations during construction would generally
be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the
proposed tunnels. The TBM would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration
source would likely only be felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves
away from a given location. This means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a
day or two when tunneling is continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by
common activities such as traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated
here would be comparable to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30
feet away from an observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals

FEIS November 2016 466



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS RESPONSES

could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted, or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age), the property owner would be compensated for the cost of repairs.

Response to Comment 3:

The Northeast Corridor (NEC) faces serious challenges to meet current and projected travel
demand. Responding to these pressing issues, the FRA initiated the NEC FUTURE
Environmental Impact Statement as a comprehensive planning process for future
investment in the corridor. The NEC FUTURE identified the B&P Tunnel as one of the
segments along the NEC that faces capacity constraints and reliability challenges due to
multiple chokepoints and state-of-good-repair needs.

Consistent with NEC long-range planning needs identified in the NEC FUTURE Program, the
Project proposes a total of four tracks through Baltimore. The increased number of tracks
will eliminate a chokepoint and expand capacity to accommodate future high-frequency,
high-speed passenger train service anticipated on the NEC by 2040. Four tracks provide the
resiliency/redundancy needed to maintain rail traffic between the West Baltimore MARC
Station and Baltimore Penn Station and NEC connectivity in the event of interruptions to
service on any of the tracks. Four tracks also provide the ability for conflict-free operation
and separation of traffic types (intercity vs. commuter) which further improves operations,
reduces travel time, and accommodates over-takes of slower trains by faster trains.
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DEIS Comment 132:
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Response to Comment 1:

The build alternatives would impact the Midtown-Edmondson Historic District.
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would require demolition of nine historic
properties, located in the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood. The build alternatives
would also impact the Reservoir Hill Historic District as a result of the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility. The Intermediate Ventilation Facility would be constructed along 900-
940 West North Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), which would constitute a Section
4(f) use resulting from demolition of a contributing resource. Further analysis of historic
properties is found in Chapter VI of this FEIS. Potential mitigation strategies include
historic property documentation, establishment of a historic properties preservation fund,
and interpretive signage. More information on potential Section 4(f) mitigation measures
are available in Chapter VI and Chapter VII.

The Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis in Chapter VI of this FEIS describes the
methodology for determining disproportionate impact to minority or economically
disadvantaged communities. EJ populations would experience impacts as a result of the
Project, including property acquisition; impacts to housing, land use/zoning, and
community facilities; changes in visual quality, and noise impacts as described in Chapter
VI. The Project Team has engaged extensively with the community throughout the
development of the Project, detailed in Chapter VIII. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with
community members and organizations and are documented in this FEIS.

Response to Comment 2:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted, or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property

2 owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age), the property owner would be compensated for the cost of repairs.

The economic and housing markets in Reservoir Hill are subject to many variables and
externalities outside of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or
measure the future economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.
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Response to Comment 3:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 4:

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO,
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation facility air dispersion modeling.
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Response to Comment 1:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.
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Response to Comment 2:

Trains are among the safest form of transportation available on an accident per passenger-
mile basis. In the unlikely event of an accident, local responders receive training for a
variety of incidents related to specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. The tunnel
would be constructed to meet current standards for fire protection. Additionally, the
Project sponsor will develop and implement a Hazardous Spill Prevention Plan and a

2 Hazardous Materials Remediation Plan, as well as an Emergency Management Plan to be
implemented in the event of a tunnel emergency.
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Response to Comment 3:

The economic and housing markets in Reservoir Hill are subject to many variables and
externalities outside of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or
3 measure the future economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.
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DEIS Comment 134:
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Response to Comment 1:

It is beyond the scope of this study to consider alignments outside the NEC. This project
evaluated replacement or re-use of the existing B&P Tunnel. The current Preferred
Alternative would not re-purpose the existing tunnel; however, Amtrak desires to reserve
the existing tunnel for a future rail transportation use.

The B&P Tunnel Project proposes four tracks, which will be designed to accommodate
Amtrak, MARC, and existing freight traffic. Additional improvements would be required to
increase the amount of freight going through the tunnel.

Additionally, the report provided, A Proposal to Unravel Baltimore’s Tangled Rail Lines,
argues for a comprehensive system approach to rail planning in Baltimore and the mid-
Atlantic region. It describes a list of projects and the order in which they should be
completed. The report takes into consideration local, state, and regional transportation
routes, and recommends new construction at a number of locations in order to relieve
congestion and create opportunities for expanding rail service in the future.

While recommendations in the report focus on resolving issues at a regional level, they
would not address or resolve the specific needs of the B&P Tunnel; therefore, the
improvements suggested in the report would be beyond the purview of the Project. The
existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is approaching the end of its useful life.
It is considered to be structurally deficient due to its age, the original design, and wear and
tear. The Tunnel is also functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and future rail
demands. For additional information regarding the purpose and need of the Project, please
see Chapter Il of this FEIS.

To review the September 2015 report in its entirety, please refer to DEIS Comment #11.
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Response to Comment 2:

An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw if it did not meet the Project’s Purpose
2 and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at Baltimore Penn Station and the Gwynns
Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable engineering issue that could not be
reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of alternatives development. Please
see Chapter Il of the FEIS, which details the basis of elimination or retention for each
alternative.
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DEIS Comment 135:

Response to Comment 1:

The Preferred Alternative would displace 22 residential buildings in the Midtown-
Edmondson neighborhood, Alternative 3A would displace no residential buildings, and
Alternative 3C would displace 12 residential buildings. Executive Order 12898 requires
federal agencies to ensure effective, meaningful involvement of low-income and minority
populations in project planning and development, and potentially affected EJ populations
have fair and equal access to information. The Project Team has engaged in extensive
public outreach throughout the development of the Project, including three public open
houses and ten community meetings. In addition to these meetings, Mitigation Working
Groups comprised of community organization representatives and members of the Project
Team were established to determine the most effective mitigation for the Project. Details
of this outreach are described in Chapter VI and Chapter VIil.

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.
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Response to Comment 2:

As described in this FEIS, the initial range of alternatives was identified based on previous
studies and during the preliminary alternatives development phase of the Project. A total
of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build, Alternative
2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and 14 new location alternatives. The 14 new
location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous studies (Alternatives 3
through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project (Alternatives 8
through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to all of the 16
preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and Alternative 2:
Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on Environmental
Quality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at
Baltimore Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable
engineering issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of
alternatives development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15, and
16 were all found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Il of the FEIS details the basis of elimination
or retention for each alternative.

Since the publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was selected as the Preferred Alternative.
Alternative 3B was advanced through a comprehensive alternatives development and
evaluation process that incorporated input from the public as well as federal, state and
local government agencies. These changes resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts,
particularly to residences and historic resources. Chapter Ill in this FEIS provides a
comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried forward based on
engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification for the selection of
Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter IV of this FEIS.
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DEIS Comment 136:

FEIS November 2016 480



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS RESPONSES

Response to Comment 1:
Amtrak desires to reserve the existing tunnel for a future rail transportation use.

Response to Comment 2:

New tunnels would be designed to optimize safety and meet modern standards. Amtrak
and Norfolk Southern (NS) are anticipated to use existing fleets and newly-acquired

2 equipment in the B&P Tunnel and the equipment must meet federal standards for safe
operations. In addition, the B&P Tunnel would be equipped with Automatic Train Control
(ATC) and Positive Train Control (PTC) systems, which use computer systems to control the
speed of both passenger and freight trains within the tunnel.
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Response to Comment 3:

A Maglev train would not utilize existing or planned Amtrak infrastructure. The design of
3 such a system requires significantly different rights-of-way and infrastructure. The design
criteria for Maglev are extremely restrictive and would only be achievable on new
alignments.
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DEIS Comment 137:

Response to Comment 1:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and

1 photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted, or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age), the property owner would be compensated for the cost of repairs.

Response to Comment 2:

The economic and housing markets in Reservoir Hill are subject to many variables and
externalities outside of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or
measure the future economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.
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Response to Comment 1:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.
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Response to Comment 2:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted, or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age), the property owner would be compensated for the cost of repairs.

Response to Comment 3:

Amtrak has statutory and contractual obligations to permit the continued operation of
freight trains. Currently, Norfolk Southern (NS) operates two trains through the existing
B&P Tunnel daily for freight purposes. Due to low probability of new freight customers and
the high cost of interconnecting freight lines with the NEC, Amtrak anticipates that the
number of freight trains using the new tunnel will remain unchanged for the foreseeable
future.

Amtrak’s first priority is to its passenger services. Therefore, although Amtrak must
accommodate requests from NS or other freight operators with trackage rights
agreements for additional train moves on the NEC, Amtrak need only schedule such moves
as space between passenger trains can be made available. Where the freight operator and
Amtrak have a dispute about scheduling of freight moves, the Surface Transportation
Board (STB) adjudicates trackage rights agreements.
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DEIS Comment 139:

Response to Comment 1:

The current preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West The
preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North Avenue
(including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield Avenue sites.
The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock Street and
Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce environmental
impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the Whitelock Street
site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that corridor. The
ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the surrounding
area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community character with
1 noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as described in
Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and individual
community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are documented in
this FEIS in Chapter VII.
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Response to Comment 2:

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
2 (NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO;
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation facility air dispersion modeling.

Response to Comment 3:

3 Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.
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Response to Comment 1:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.
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Response to Comment 2:

The economic and housing markets in Reservoir Hill are subject to many variables and
externalities outside of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or
measure the future economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.

Response to Comment 3:

As described in this FEIS, the initial range of alternatives was identified based on previous
studies and during the preliminary alternatives development phase of the Project. A total
of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build, Alternative
2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and 14 new location alternatives. The 14 new
location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous studies (Alternatives 3
through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project (Alternatives 8
through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to all of the 16
preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and Alternative 2:
Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on Environmental
Quality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at
Baltimore Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable
engineering issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of
alternatives development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15, and
16 were all found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Il of the FEIS details the basis of elimination
or retention for each alternative.

Since the publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was selected as the Preferred Alternative.
Alternative 3B was advanced through a comprehensive alternatives development and
evaluation process that incorporated input from the public as well as federal, state and
local government agencies. These changes resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts,
particularly to residences and historic resources. Chapter Ill in this FEIS provides a
comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried forward based on
engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification for the selection of
Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter IV of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 4:

Chapter VI of this FEIS specifically reviewed Air Quality, Water, Soil, and Hazardous
Material impacts on Children’s Health. The build alternatives would pose no health or
safety risks that would disproportionately affect children. The build alternatives would
have no significant effects on air quality, as the net change in emissions of NO4 VOC, and
PM, s between 2040 No-Build and the 2040 Build scenario would be below de minimis
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levels (levels too low to measure or to have meaningful environmental or health impacts).
In accordance with the General Conformity Thresholds, it is unlikely that emissions
associated with the ventilation facilities would cause, or substantially contribute to a
violation of NAAQS, established by the USEPA.

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO;
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation facility air dispersion modeling.

Response to Comment 5:

Amtrak has statutory and contractual obligations to permit the continued operation of
freight trains. Currently, Norfolk Southern (NS) operates two trains through the existing
B&P Tunnel daily for freight purposes.

NS has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing reasonable requests
for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials. Hazardous/flammable
materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and through the B&P Tunnel
subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) regulations governing the proper
labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated materials or wastes. The rules are
explained at https://www.fra.dot.qov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,

> chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation s rail transportation system,
including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.

FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.
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CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would allow CSX
trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional connections as part of
a separate project from the B&P Tunnel Project.

The number of variables involved makes it virtually impossible to accurately forecast
freight usage through the tunnel. Therefore, due to low probability of new freight
customers and the high cost of interconnecting freight lines with the NEC, Amtrak
anticipates that the number of freight trains using the new tunnel will remain unchanged
for the foreseeable future.

Response to Comment 6:

While reducing travel time through the B&P Tunnel is one of several goals of the Project, it
is not the reason that the project was initiated. The existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140
years old and is approaching the end of its useful life with regard to its physical condition.
While the existing tunnel remains safe for rail transportation, it requires substantial
maintenance and repairs, and it does not meet current design standards. The tunnel is
considered to be structurally deficient due to its age, the original design, and wear and
tear. The tunnel is also functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and future rail
demands. The Purpose and Need of the Project is further defined in Chapter Il of this FEIS.
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Response to Comment 1:

Norfolk Southern has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing
reasonable requests for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials.
Hazardous/flammable materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and
through the B&P Tunnel subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT)
regulations governing the proper labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated
materials or wastes. The rules are explained

at https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,
chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation’s rail transportation system,
including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.

FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.

The number of variables involved makes it virtually impossible to accurately forecast
freight usage through the tunnel. Therefore, due to low probability of new freight
customers and the high cost of interconnecting freight lines with the NEC, Amtrak
anticipates that the number of freight trains using the new tunnel will remain unchanged
for the foreseeable future.

Response to Comment 2:

The Project has been planned mostly underground in order to avoid greater impacts to the
community. Fire in a tunnel is much less damaging to a community than a fire or other
emergency event on an above-ground track running through the neighborhood. The new
B&P Tunnel will be designed to be better equipped and prepared than the current B&P
Tunnel.
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Response to Comment 3:

The type of locomotive traveling through the tunnel is determined by the train service
operator. As per the 2040 projections, of the 388 daily vehicles running through the tunnel,
222 will be electric (Acela, NE Regional, and Metropolitan), and 166 will be diesel (2 freight
and 164 MARC). Please refer to Chapter VI for additional information.
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DEIS Comment 142: Response to Comment 1:

The emissions associated with the proposed portals and ventilation facilities would not
result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO, concentrations were
predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards threshold levels that
were set to safeguard public health. Air dispersion modeling results are in Chapter VI.

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.

Response to Comment 2:

As described in this FEIS, the initial range of alternatives was identified based on previous
studies and during the preliminary alternatives development phase of the Project. A total
of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build, Alternative
2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and 14 new location alternatives. The 14 new
location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous studies (Alternatives 3
through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project (Alternatives 8
through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to all of the 16
preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and Alternative 2:
Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on Environmental
Quality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at
Baltimore Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable
engineering issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of
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alternatives development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15, and
16 were all found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter lll of the FEIS details the basis of elimination
or retention for each alternative.

Since the publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was selected as the Preferred Alternative.
Alternative 3B was advanced through a comprehensive alternatives development and
evaluation process that incorporated input from the public as well as federal, state and
local government agencies. These changes resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts,
particularly to residences and historic resources. Chapter Ill in this FEIS provides a
comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried forward based on
engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification for the selection of
Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter IV of this FEIS.
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Response to Comment 1:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be compensated for the cost of repairs.
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Response to Comment 2:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO,
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation facility air dispersion modeling.

Response to Comment 3:

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning
community impact, noise and vibration impacts, and community health, among others, as
described in Chapter VI. The Project Team has met with community members on two
occasions: May 10 and May 31, 2016, to discuss project mitigation as described in Chapter
VII. These efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS.

522



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS RESPONSES

DEIS Comment 144:

FEIS November 2016 523



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS

FEIS November 2016

RESPONSES

Response to Comment 1:

Norfolk Southern has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing
reasonable requests for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials.
Hazardous/flammable materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and
through the B&P Tunnel subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT)
regulations governing the proper labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated
materials or wastes. The rules are explained

at https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,
chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation’s rail transportation system,
including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.

FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.

The number of variables involved makes it virtually impossible to accurately forecast
freight usage through the tunnel. Therefore, due to low probability of new freight
customers and the high cost of interconnecting freight lines with the NEC, Amtrak
anticipates that the number of freight trains using the new tunnel will remain unchanged
for the foreseeable future.

The tunnel will be equipped with Automatic Train Control (ATC) and Positive Train Control
(PTC) systems, which use computer systems to control the speed of both passenger and
freight trains within the tunnel.

Response to Comment 2:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
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individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,

3 concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO,
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation facility air dispersion modeling.

Response to Comment 3:

The Project Team has engaged the community in extensive public outreach throughout the
4 development of the project including three Public Open Houses, as well as 10 community
meetings where the public was given the opportunity to learn about the project
development in-person and directly ask questions and engage in discussion with the
Project Team. In addition to these meetings, Mitigation Working Groups comprising
community organization representatives and members of the Project Team were
established to determine the most effective mitigation for the Project. Details of this
outreach are described in Chapter VI as well as Chapter VIII.

Response to Comment 4:

Amtrak design practices require new NEC infrastructure meet current standards, including
Plate H (double stack) clearances. However, the new tunnel could not be used by double
stack freight trains unless certain factors are met. These factors include:

e  Substantial improvements, such as extensive additional vertical clearance
improvements north and south of the B&P Tunnel to other NEC infrastructure;
these improvements are not being designed as part of the B&P Project;

e  Federal, state, local and regional support for aforementioned improvements
including funding and policy;

e Increasing the bridge and catenary clearance on the NEC where double stack/high
dimension trains are to travel;

e  Construction of new or modified Union tunnel to Plate H/K (double stack)
clearances; without a high dimension Union tunnel, double stack freight service
using the B&P Tunnel is not possible;

e NS currently favors the Harrisburg-Perryville route for intermodal service;

e  Freight schedules limited to off peak/night time periods which affects the
scheduling flexibility and transit time for high priority (Intermodal) shipments for
which time is absolutely critical; and

e Construction of track connection/s between the CSX and the NEC if CSX chooses to
use the NEC.
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In the short-term, there is no indication of any significant increase in freight movements
through the B&P Tunnel.

CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would allow CSX
trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional connections as part
of a separate project from the B&P Tunnel Project.

Amtrak’s first priority is to its passenger services. Therefore, although Amtrak must
accommodate requests from NS or other freight operators with trackage rights agreements
for additional train moves on the NEC, Amtrak need only schedule such moves as space
between passenger trains can be made available. Where the freight operator and Amtrak
have a dispute about scheduling of freight moves, the Surface Transportation Board (STB)
adjudicates trackage rights agreements.

Response to Comment 5:

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using
analysis procedures from the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment.
Construction vibration levels were also evaluated using both FTA guidelines and standard
industry practices for evaluating vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel
excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. Heavy machinery
could include tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment, and heavy-duty
impulsive equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed
as Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per
second (ips) as a unit of measurement. TBM vibrations during construction would generally
be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the
proposed tunnels. The TBM would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration
source would likely only be felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves
away from a given location. This means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a
day or two when tunneling is continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by
common activities such as traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated
here would be comparable to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30
feet away from an observer.
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Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

Response to Comment 6:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted, or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age), the property owner would be compensated for the cost of repairs.
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Response to Comment 1:

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes
resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.
The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Ill in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.

The Preferred Alternative would displace 22 residential buildings in the Midtown-
Edmondson neighborhood, Alternative 3A would displace no residential buildings, and
Alternative 3C would displace 12 residential buildings. Executive Order 12898 requires
federal agencies to ensure effective, meaningful involvement of low-income and minority
populations in project planning and development, and potentially affected EJ populations
have fair and equal access to information. The Project Team has engaged in extensive
public outreach throughout the development of the Project, including three public open
houses and ten community meetings. In addition to these meetings, Mitigation Working
Groups comprised of community organization representatives and members of the Project
Team were established to determine the most effective mitigation for the Project. Details
of this outreach are described in Chapter VI and Chapter VIII.

Response to Comment 2:

Alternative 3A is estimated to have 254 Moderate noise impacts, Alternative 3 B is
estimated to have 141 Severe and 296 Moderate noise impacts, and Alternative 3C is
estimated to have 111 Severe and 979 Moderate noise impacts. The severe impacts were
predicted at residential areas nearest the railroad between the West Baltimore station and
the south portal. The duration of the construction period will be six years; 2020 to 2025.
Measures will be implemented to lessen noise during construction, which could potentially
include erection of temporary walls or earth berms between the noise source and the
sensitive receptor, the identification of haul routes that avoid sensitive receptors to the
maximum extent possible, and location of stationary noise generating equipment at a
distance from sensitive receptors. In addition, construction activities can be planned to
avoid prolonged noise generating activities and to minimize construction activities during
the most sensitive time of day or night. Chapter VI of this FEIS further details noise
construction mitigation.
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Response to Comment 3:

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. Heavy machinery
could include tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment, and heavy-duty
impulsive equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed
as Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per
second (ips) as a unit of measurement. TBM vibrations during construction would generally
be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the
proposed tunnels. The TBM would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration
source would likely only be felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves
away from a given location. This means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a
day or two when tunneling is continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by
common activities such as traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated
here would be comparable to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30
feet away from an observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.
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The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted, or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age), the property owner would be compensated for the cost of repairs.

Response to Comment 4:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.
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Response to Comment 1:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 2:

Regarding vibration, a general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential
for impacts at sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were
evaluated using FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction
vibration levels were also evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry
practices for evaluating vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation
activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. Heavy machinery
could include tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment, and heavy-duty
impulsive equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed
as Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per
second (ips) as a unit of measurement. TBM vibrations during construction would generally
be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the
proposed tunnels. The TBM would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration
source would likely only be felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves
away from a given location. This means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a
day or two when tunneling is continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by
common activities such as traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated
here would be comparable to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30
feet away from an observer.
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Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

Alternative 3A is estimated to have 254 Moderate noise impacts, Alternative 3 B is
estimated to have 141 Severe and 296 Moderate noise impacts, and Alternative 3C is
estimated to have 111 Severe and 979 Moderate noise impacts. The severe impacts were
predicted at residential areas nearest the railroad between the West Baltimore station and
the south portal. The duration of the construction period will be six years; 2020 to 2025.
Measures will be implemented to lessen noise during construction, which could potentially
include erection of temporary walls or earth berms between the noise source and the
sensitive receptor, the identification of haul routes that avoid sensitive receptors to the
maximum extent possible, and location of stationary noise generating equipment at a
distance from sensitive receptors. In addition, construction activities can be planned to
avoid prolonged noise generating activities and to minimize construction activities during
the most sensitive time of day or night. Chapter VI of this FEIS further details noise
construction mitigation.

Regarding home values, the economic and housing markets in Reservoir Hill are subject to
many variables and externalities outside of the Project. This fact makes it virtually
impossible to predict or measure the future economic impact of the Project on the
Reservoir Hill community.

Regarding diesel emissions, when NO; levels are below applicable standards, other
pollutants of concern are also within the appropriate range. As a result, when the Project
Team analyzed predicted emissions from Ventilation Facilities, it focused on evaluating
NO,.

The American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model
(AERMOD) was used to evaluate the potential 1-hour NO, emissions from the Project.
AERMOD is the US Environmental Protection Agency’s preferred and recommended air
dispersion model. For the AERMOD analysis, a “worst case” scenario was analyzed
assuming an average of ten diesel trains per hour operating between the hours of 6:00 am
to 7:00 pm (peak hours of operation). No diesel operations were assumed from 10:00 pm

533



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS

FEIS November 2016

RESPONSES

to 3:00 am and partial operations (i.e., five diesel trains per hour) were assumed for the
remaining time. Air emissions from the diesel train operations were assumed to exit
through the north and south portals and from all three ventilation facilities. The emissions
associated with the proposed portals and ventilation facilities would not result in adverse
impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO, concentrations were predicted to be
below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards threshold levels that were set to
safeguard public health. Air dispersion modeling results are found in Chapter VI.

Trains are among the safest form of transportation available on an accident per passenger-
mile basis. In the unlikely event of an accident, local responders receive training for a
variety of incidents related to specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. The tunnel
would be constructed to meet current standards for fire protection. Additionally, the
Project sponsor will develop and implement a Hazardous Spill Prevention Plan and a
Hazardous Materials Remediation Plan, as well as an Emergency Management Plan to be
implemented in the event of a tunnel emergency.

Response to Comment 3:

Norfolk Southern has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing
reasonable requests for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials.
Hazardous/flammable materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and
through the B&P Tunnel subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT)
regulations governing the proper labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated
materials or wastes. The rules are explained

at https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:

Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,
chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation s rail transportation system,
including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.

FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.
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Response to Comment 1:

Regarding diesel emissions, when NO; levels are below applicable standards, other
pollutants of concern are also within the appropriate range. As a result, when the Project
Team analyzed predicted emissions from Ventilation Facilities, it focused on evaluating
NO,.

The American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model
(AERMOD) was used to evaluate the potential 1-hour NO, emissions from the Project.
AERMOD is the US Environmental Protection Agency’s preferred and recommended air
dispersion model. For the AERMOD analysis, a “worst case” scenario was analyzed
assuming an average of ten diesel trains per hour operating between the hours of 6:00 am
to 7:00 pm (peak hours of operation). No diesel operations were assumed from 10:00 pm
to 3:00 am and partial operations (i.e., five diesel trains per hour) were assumed for the
remaining time. Air emissions from the diesel train operations were assumed to exit
through the north and south portals and from all three ventilation facilities. The emissions
associated with the proposed portals and ventilation facilities would not result in adverse
impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO, concentrations were predicted to be
below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards threshold levels that were set to
safeguard public health. Air dispersion modeling results are found in Chapter VI.

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO,
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation facility air dispersion modeling.

Response to Comment 2:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

536



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS

FEIS November 2016

RESPONSES

Response to Comment 3:

The type of locomotive traveling through the tunnel is determined by the train service
operator. As per the 2040 projections, of the 388 daily vehicles running through the
Tunnel, 222 will be electric (Acela, NE Regional, and Metropolitan), and 166 will be diesel
(2 freight and 164 MARC). Please refer to Chapter VI for additional information.

Response to Comment 4:

Analysis of ventilation facility emissions included an air dispersion modeling analysis, which
followed the latest US Environmental Protection Agency modeling guidelines for predicting
air quality effects for regulated pollutants. The results of the analysis were compared to
the stringent 1- hour NO, National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) of 100 parts per
billion (ppb) as opposed to the annual standard of 53 ppb. Emission studies have
demonstrated that if NO, concentrations are maintained within acceptable levels, then
other pollutant concentrations associated with diesel exhaust emissions will also be within
acceptable limits. The maximum predicted 1-hour NO, concentration from the three
ventilation facilities as well as north and south portals was 12.8 ppb. When added to the
NO; background concentration of 51 ppb, the total predicted 1-hour concentration
amounted to 63.8 ppb, which is below the NAAQS of 100 ppb. The maximum predicted 1-
hour NO; concentration of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 2.9 ppb and when
combined with NO, background concentration of 51 ppb the total NO, concentration
would be 53.9 ppb, below the NAAQS threshold limits of 100 ppb.

Response to Comment 5:
The Project meets air quality standards; therefore, public alerts regarding emissions will
not be required.

Please refer to Chapter VI for issues pertaining to public health.

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns

Children’s Health was assessed for Air Quality, Water, Soil and Hazardous Material and is
described in Chapter VI of this FEIS. The build alternatives would pose no health or safety
risks that would disproportionately affect children. The build alternatives would have no
significant effects on air quality, as the net change in emissions of NO, VOC, and PM; 5
between 2040 No-Build and the 2040 Build scenario would be below de minimis levels
(levels too low to measure or to have meaningful environmental or health impacts). In
accordance with the General Conformity Thresholds, it is unlikely that emissions associated
with the ventilation plants would cause, or substantially contribute to a violation of
NAAQS, established by the USEPA. No sole source aquifers, active water supply reservoirs,
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or wells are located near the Project. The Project will have no impact to potable water.
Under the Preferred Alternative, 112 sites of concern were identified within 1 mile of the
alignment; once type and extent of contamination and details of construction are known,
potential risk and exposure can be assessed and appropriate documentation in place.

The Project would design and implement vertically-oriented fans at ventilation facilities to
facilitate dispersion and avoid violation of air quality regulations. For information
regarding mitigation measures, please see Chapter VIl.

To prevent accidents and fires, FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to
the public, including emergency response information and safety and security plans. Local
first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for specific facilities,
including the B&P Tunnel. The build alternatives would be designed and constructed in
compliance with all current standards relative to Fire Life and Safety, which includes
compliance with the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA).

The ventilation facilities would be an essential Life/Safety component of the build
alternatives, beyond their function of providing emergency access/egress for the tunnels.
The ventilation facilities would include an above-ground structure housing fans and
ancillary equipment, operations and control equipment, fire protection equipment, and
silencers and dampers. In the unlikely event of a fire, smoke could emerge from the vents,
as is the case with any structural fire. The ventilation facilities and fans are built so that
smoke emerging from the Tunnel would be projected up and away from the community. In
the very rare event of a tunnel fire, the path from a tunnel fire to the exhaust louvers is
long and circuitous, with many bends that reduce the ability of particles to travel through
the fans and louvers.

The tunnel would be constructed to meet current standards for fire protection. Emergency
access/egress for pedestrians would be accomplished via emergency exits no farther than
2,500 feet apart or cross-passages between tunnels every 800 feet or less, or in some
situations, a combination of both. For the Preferred Alternative, three locations would be
provided for emergency egress to the surface, working with cross-passages in the tunnels.
The emergency egress to ground level would be provided at the south portal Ventilation
Facility, via the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, and at the north portal Ventilation
Facility. Additionally, the Project sponsor will develop and implement a Hazardous Spill
Prevention Plan, a Hazardous Materials Remediation Plan, and an Emergency Management
Plan.

Please refer to responses to DEIS Comment 85 for responses to the RATT questions.
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Response to Comment 1:
Local, state, and federal fire and rescue officials are prepared to respond to situations such

as the ones you’ve described. The B&P Tunnel would not create conditions that do not
already exist elsewhere in the City and State.

The Project has been planned mostly underground in order to avoid greater impacts to the
community. Fire in a tunnel is much less damaging to a community than an above-ground
track running through the neighborhood. The new B&P Tunnel will be designed to be
better equipped and prepared than the current B&P Tunnel.

In terms of structural integrity, all of the proposed Project infrastructure will be designed,
constructed, and maintained using proven modern design and safety standards. The
Project will be designed in accordance with applicable regulations, oversight agency
guidance, and knowledge of safety standards to ensure optimal safety.
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Response to Comment 2:

In the very rare event of a tunnel fire, the path from a tunnel fire to the exhaust louvers is
long and circuitous, with many bends that reduce the ability of particles to travel through
the fans and louvers.

In the event of an emergency, local first responders will alert the community. Evacuation
routes, if needed, would be established following an event. Evacuation routes cannot be
established prior to knowledge of the location of the event.

The Project meets air quality standards; therefore, public alerts regarding emissions will
not be required.

Response to Comment 3:

For the past several years, only one local freight train (Norfolk Southern) has been
operating through the B&P Tunnel daily, serving customers south of the B&P Tunnel
between Baltimore and Washington, DC. Currently, cargos to/from specific railroad
customers of the freight trains that pass through the B&P Tunnel include vegetable oil,
plastic pellets, paper, lumber, and produce. However, there are no regulations or
restrictions which would preclude other forms of freight cargo on these trains, providing
the material is moved in accordance with federal transportation rules.

The build alternatives could increase throughput capacity for freight traffic through the
Study Area. CSX freight lines do not currently connect with the NEC in a manner that would
allow CSX trains to travel through the tunnel without construction of additional
connections as part of a separate project from the Project. While no specific increase in
freight traffic are planned or proposed with the Project, increased capacity and operational
flexibility on the NEC could allow more freight trains through the Study Area without
impeding their passenger operations. At present, there are no indications from the freight
railroads that existing freight traffic levels through the B&P Tunnel are to change in the
near future. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous variables, including government
regulation, as well as market forces on rail transported materials such as coal, which
represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude oil/crude industrials sands and
ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department of Energy reported that for the
first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation decreased 45 percent compared
to the same period in 2015. The combination of these variables makes it virtually
impossible to accurately forecast freight usage through the tunnel. Variability of freight
traffic is further described in Chapter V.

The Project was initiated because the B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is
approaching the end of its useful life with regard to its physical condition. While the
existing Tunnel remains safe for rail transportation, it requires substantial maintenance
and repairs, and does not meet current design standards. The Tunnel is considered to be
structurally deficient due to its age, the original design, and wear and tear. The Tunnel is
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also functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and future rail demands. The
Purpose and Need of the B&P Tunnel Project is further defined in Chapter Il of this FEIS.

The Project Team has conducted extensive research with special interest groups such as
the Chesapeake Bay Foundation. Any comments received from conservation groups during
the DEIS review time period are included in this FEIS.

Response to Comment 4:

Representatives from the Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) and the Federal
Railroad Administration were present at various meetings on 10/15/2014, 05/20/2015,
06/17/2015, 04/20/2016, and 06/17/2015, respectively. MDOT tracks the movement of
freight within the State and works with the local jurisdictions to ensure that plans are in
place in the event of an accident.

Response to Comment 5:

The Northeast Corridor (NEC) faces serious challenges to meet current and projected travel
demand. Responding to these pressing issues, the FRA initiated the NEC FUTURE
Environmental Impact Statement as a comprehensive planning process for future
investment in the corridor. The NEC FUTURE identified the B&P Tunnel as one of the
segments along the NEC that faces capacity constraints and reliability challenges due to
multiple chokepoints and state-of-good-repair needs.

Consistent with NEC long-range planning needs identified in the NEC FUTURE Program, the
Project proposes a total of four tracks through Baltimore. The increased number of tracks
will eliminate a chokepoint and expand capacity to accommodate future high-frequency,
high-speed passenger train service anticipated on the NEC by 2040. Four tracks provide the
resiliency/redundancy needed to maintain rail traffic between the West Baltimore MARC
Station and Baltimore Penn Station and NEC connectivity in the event of interruptions to
service on any of the tracks. Four tracks also provide the ability for conflict-free operation
and separation of traffic types (intercity vs. commuter) which further improves operations,
reduces travel time, and accommodates over-takes of slower trains by faster trains.

Response to Comment 6:

As described in this FEIS, the initial range of alternatives was identified based on previous
studies and during the preliminary alternatives development phase of the Project. A total
of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build, Alternative
2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and 14 new location alternatives. The 14 new
location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous studies (Alternatives 3
through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project (Alternatives 8
through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to all of the 16
preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and Alternative 2:
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Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on Environmental
Quality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at
Baltimore Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable
engineering issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of
alternatives development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15, and
16 were all found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Il of the FEIS details the basis of elimination
or retention for each alternative.

Since the publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was selected as the Preferred Alternative.
Alternative 3B was advanced through a comprehensive alternatives development and
evaluation process that incorporated input from the public as well as federal, state and
local government agencies. These changes resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts,
particularly to residences and historic resources. Chapter Ill in this FEIS provides a
comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried forward based on
engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification for the selection of
Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter IV of this FEIS.

The Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis in Chapter VI of this FEIS describes the
methodology for determining disproportionate impact to minority or economically
disadvantaged communities. EJ populations would experience impacts as a result of the
Project, including property acquisition; impacts to housing, land use/zoning, and
community facilities; changes in visual quality, and noise impacts as described in Chapter
VI. The Project Team has engaged extensively with the community throughout the
development of the Project, detailed in Chapter VIII. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with
community members and organizations and are documented in this FEIS.

Response to Comment 7:

As described above, currently, cargos to/from specific railroad customers of the freight
trains that pass through the B&P Tunnel include vegetable oil, plastic pellets, paper,
lumber, and produce. However, there are no regulations or restrictions which would
preclude other forms of freight cargo on these trains, providing the material is moved in
accordance with federal transportation rules. Railroad freight traffic is subject to numerous
variables, including government regulation, as well as market forces on rail transported
materials such as coal, which represents 20-25 percent of total railroad car loads, crude
oil/crude industrials sands and ethanol. As an example of this variability, the Department
of Energy reported that for the first five months of 2016, crude oil by rail transportation
decreased 45 percent compared to the same period in 2015. The combination of these
variables makes it virtually impossible to accurately forecast freight usage through the
tunnel. Variability of freight traffic is further described in Chapter V.
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All of the proposed Project infrastructure will be designed, constructed, and maintained
using proven modern design and safety standards. The Project will be designed in
accordance with applicable regulations, oversight agency guidance, and knowledge of
safety standards to ensure optimal safety. These things will reduce the possibility of
accidents in the new B&P Tunnel, and will also ensure the best possible protection in the
unlikely event of an incident.

Response to Comment 8:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted, or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age), the property owner would be compensated for the cost of repairs.

Please refer to responses to DEIS Comment 85 for responses to the RATT questions.
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DEIS Comment 149: Response to Comment 1:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 2:

The Project Team has assessed the existing air quality conditions of the Project Study Area.
Any changes to air quality would be in accordance with the Clean Air Act and other
applicable air quality regulations. The project team has compared emissions from diesel
train traffic through the Study Area with and without a new tunnel. With additional trains
made possible by the new tunnel, the emissions levels of VOC, NOy, and PM; s will change,
but would be below the de-minimis levels that were set to safeguard public health. The
proposed project would not result in adverse impacts to air quality due to operational
emissions.

Response to Comment 3:

Children’s Health was assessed for Air Quality, Water, Soil and Hazardous Material and is
2 described in Chapter VI of this FEIS. The build alternatives would pose no health or safety
risks that would disproportionately affect children. The build alternatives would have no
significant effects on air quality, as the net change in emissions of NOx VOC, and PM; 5
between 2040 No-Build and the 2040 Build scenario would be below de minimis levels
(levels too low to measure or to have meaningful environmental or health impacts). In

3 accordance with the General Conformity Thresholds, it is unlikely that emissions associated
with the ventilation plants would cause, or substantially contribute to a violation of
NAAQS, established by the USEPA. No sole source aquifers, active water supply reservoirs,
or wells are located near the Project. The Project will have no impact to potable water.
Under the Preferred Alternative, 112 sites of concern were identified within 1 mile of the
alignment; once type and extent of contamination and details of construction are known,
potential risk and exposure can be assessed and appropriate documentation in place.
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Response to Comment 4:

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning
community impact, noise and vibration impacts, and community health, among others, as
described in Chapter VI. The Project Team has met with community members on two
occasions: May 10 and May 31, 2016, to discuss project mitigation as described in Chapter
VII. These efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS.

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.

545



Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

COMMENTS RESPONSES

DEIS Comment 150:

Response to Comment 1:

The Project Team is working with community groups and individual community members
to determine the most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning
community impact, noise and vibration impacts, and community health (among others) as
described in Chapter VI. The Project Team has met with community members on two
occasions: May 10 and May 31, 2016, to discuss project mitigation as described in Chapter
VII. These efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS.

Response to Comment 2:

1 As part of the mitigation efforts, the Project sponsor would provide coordination with local
job training organizations to 1) facilitate targeted job training by providing estimates of the
type, number, and timing of jobs expected to be created by project contractors, 2) include
in construction contracts goals for nationally targeted workers of social and economic
disadvantage, and 3) require project contractors to report on a regular basis their progress
in meeting contract goals. The Project sponsor will provide public reporting on job
creation. These efforts are ongoing and are documented in this FEIS as described in

Chapter VI.

2
Response to Comment 3:
All of the proposed Project infrastructure will be designed, constructed, and maintained
using proven modern design and safety standards. The Project will be designed in
accordance with applicable regulations, oversight agency guidance, and knowledge of

3 safety standards to ensure optimal safety.

The housing market in Reservoir Hill is subject to many variables and externalities outside
of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or measure the future
economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.
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Response to Comment 4:

The Project Team has assessed the existing air quality conditions of the Project Study Area.
Any changes to air quality would be in accordance with the Clean Air Act and other
applicable air quality regulations. The project team has compared emissions from diesel
train traffic through the Study Area with and without a new tunnel. With additional trains
made possible by the new tunnel, the emissions levels of VOC, NOy, and PM; s will change,
but would be below the de-minimis levels that were set to safeguard public health. The

4 proposed project would not result in adverse impacts to air quality due to operational
emissions.
5 Alternative 3A is estimated to have 254 Moderate noise impacts, Alternative 3 B is

estimated to have 141 Severe and 296 Moderate noise impacts, and Alternative 3C is
estimated to have 111 Severe and 979 Moderate noise impacts. The severe impacts were
predicted at residential areas nearest the railroad between the West Baltimore station and
the south portal. The duration of the construction period will be six years; 2020 to 2025.
Measures will be implemented to lessen noise during construction, which could potentially
include erection of temporary walls or earth berms between the noise source and the
sensitive receptor, the identification of haul routes that avoid sensitive receptors to the
maximum extent possible, and location of stationary noise generating equipment at a
distance from sensitive receptors. In addition, construction activities can be planned to
avoid prolonged noise generating activities and to minimize construction activities during
the most sensitive time of day or night. Chapter VI of this FEIS further details noise
construction mitigation.

A general vibration assessment was conducted to assess the potential for impacts at
sensitive receptors within the Study Area. Operational impacts were evaluated using FTA
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment and construction vibration levels were also
evaluated using both FTA guidelines as well as standard industry practices for evaluating
vibration due to tunnel boring and other tunnel excavation activities.

Operational levels under the build alternatives due to ground-borne vibration from train
passbys are not predicted to exceed the FTA ‘frequent’ impact criteria at any residences
(FTA Category 2 land-uses) or institutional receptors (FTA Category 3 land-uses). However,
under the Preferred Alternative, impacts due to ground-borne noise from Acela train
passbys are predicted at 444 residences and 5 institutional receptors. No FTA Category 1
land-uses (highly-sensitive equipment) were identified along the Project corridor.

Heavy machinery is the major source of vibration during construction. Heavy machinery
could include tunnel boring machines (TBM), earth-moving equipment, and heavy-duty
impulsive equipment. The TBM induced ground-borne vibrations are frequently discussed
as Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) at a given location. PPVs generally use units of inches per
second (ips) as a unit of measurement. TBM vibrations during construction would generally
be between 0.04 and 0.2 ips, and thus are not likely to damage buildings near or above the
proposed tunnels. The TBM would advance around 30 feet per day, meaning the vibration
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source would likely only be felt for a short duration before the vibration source moves
away from a given location. This means that someone may sense the TBM vibrations for a
day or two when tunneling is continuous. One could describe the perceived vibrations by
common activities such as traffic or construction equipment. The range of PPVs estimated
here would be comparable to the vibration (but not the noise) of a truck traveling 20 to 30
feet away from an observer.

Another major source of vibration during construction is Drill and Blast tunnel excavation.
This technique produces two types of disturbing vibrations, ground-borne vibrations and
air vibrations, which are described in Chapter VI. Drill and Blast excavation would take
place at the north and south portals, cross passages, sump pump stations, the North
Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation Facility, the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility cavern, plenum tunnel and shaft, and the egress cavern and tunnel. The portals
could be configured to contain or block the overpressures so as not to disturb the
surrounding portal areas, and ground-borne blasting vibrations are generally less than 2
inches/second, which is a generally accepted building damage threshold.

All construction activities would need to comply with the FTA limits and guidelines to
minimize vibration in the community. Details of vibration impacts and minimization are
discussed in Chapter VI.

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include: sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities, rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age) the property owner would be compensated for the cost of repairs.

The Preferred Alternative would result in 22 residential and 6 commercial property
displacements. Four places of worship in the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood would be
displaced. As the Project is advanced to the design phase and if funding is available, the
Project Team would carry out mitigation measures and would continue to work with the
community in order to minimize impacts. The vast majority of this Project will be
underground which would reduce the overall impact to the communities. The Project will
also establish a fund to support community development within affected communities, as
well as a fund for maintenance of and improvement to publicly-owned parks and
recreational facilities within % mile of the Project alignment. The Project will coordinate
with local job training organizations to facilitate targeted job training and include
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construction contract goals for workers of social and economic disadvantage. The Project
will also provide relocation benefits to property owners and tenants pursuant to the
Uniform Relocation Act. For more information, please refer to Chapter VII of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 5:
The Project has been planned mostly underground in order to avoid greater impacts to the
community.
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DEIS Comment 151:
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Response to Comment 1:

The existing B&P Tunnel tracks are in Bolton Hill. Options as to where the new B&P Tunnel
should reside are limited. Due to the geography and the shallowness of the area beneath
Bolton Hill, this area was not a feasible option for the proposed Tunnel, whereas the area
underneath Reservoir Hill is deeper and more practicable.

Under Executive Order (12898), federal agencies are required to identify and address
disproportionately high and adverse effects of federal projects on the health or
environment of minority and low-income populations to the greatest extent practicable
and permitted by law. The Department of Transportation’s environmental justice initiatives
accomplish this goal by involving the potentially affected public in developing
transportation projects that fit harmoniously within their communities without sacrificing
safety or mobility.

The B&P Project Team has performed an Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis consistent with
EO 12898 and subsequent USDOT Orders. A critical component of the Executive Order on
environmental justice is public outreach. The Project Team has conducted extensive

1 engagement with the community throughout the development of the Project, as detailed
in Chapter VIII. Meetings were held with local officials; public, local, and regional
organizations; government agencies; and representatives of affected E) communities along
the evaluated alternative alignment. Three Public Open Houses, as well as ten community
meetings, have been held where the public was given the opportunity to learn about the
Project development in-person, ask questions, and engage in discussions with the Project
Team. The Project Team also attended several local community association meetings with
environmental justice populations to present information on the Project and respond to
questions in smaller, neighborhood-focused settings. Additionally, the Project Team
attended meetings at the request of the following organizations: Residents Against the
Tunnel (RATT) on May 24, 2016 at the Beth AM Synagogue; No Boundaries Coalition on
June 14, 2016 at St. Peter’s Clavier Church; and Baltimore City Public Schools on June 16,
2016 at John Eager Howard Elementary School.

Direct mailings to residents in the Study Area included property owners within one-quarter
mile of the build alternatives, as well as additional properties within the south portal area
that could potentially be impacted by the Project. The Project website continues to post
meeting notices, Project information, and avenues to comment. Publications including
print advertisements, newsletters, and fliers have been distributed at transit hub locations,
educational facilities, libraries, senior homes, shopping centers, laundromats, places of
worship, and other organizations.

The Project Team studied community composition in the areas affected by the build
alternatives. It reviewed data from the American Community Survey 2009-2013 for
minority and low-income populations, the National Center for Educational Statistics,
government-assisted housing programs, historical references, city officials, field visits, and
community meetings. From this information, the Project Team learned that of the 77
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Census Block Groups in the Study Area, 72 contain minority race and/or ethnicity
populations of 50 percent or more. Thirty-six Census Block Groups contain 32 percent or
higher low-income households. More information can be found in Chapter V of this FEIS.

Because the build alternatives are located almost entirely within E} communities within the
Study Area, the effects would be borne primarily by minority and low-income populations.
For the Preferred Alternative, neighborhood and community facility impacts would
primarily occur at the north portal within the Jones Falls area neighborhood, the south
portal within the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood, and the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility location within the Reservoir Hill neighborhood. The Preferred Alternative would
result in 22 residential and 6 commercial property displacements. Four places of worship in
the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood would be displaced. There would be high and
adverse effects to EJ populations from noise, as well as medium and adverse effects to EJ
populations from visual quality due to the placement of a ventilation facility. Alternative 3A
would displace no residential buildings, and Alternative 3C would displace 12 residential
buildings.

As the Project is advanced to the design phase and if funding is available, the Project
sponsor would carry out mitigation measures and would continue to work with the
community in order to minimize impacts. The vast majority of this Project will be
underground which would reduce the overall impact to the communities. The Project
sponsor will also establish a fund to support community development within affected
communities, as well as a fund for maintenance of and improvement to publicly-owned
parks and recreational facilities within % mile of the Project alignment. The Project will
coordinate with local job training organizations to facilitate targeted job training and
include construction contract goals for workers of social and economic disadvantage. The
Project sponsor will also provide relocation protections to property owners and tenants
pursuant to the Uniform Relocation Act. For more information, please refer to Chapter VII
of this FEIS.
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DEIS Comment 152:
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Response to Comment 1:

Since publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was advanced and modified through a
comprehensive alternatives development and evaluation process that incorporated input
from the public as well as federal, state and local government agencies. These changes
resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts, particularly to residences and historic resources.
The FEIS identifies Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative. Chapter Ill in this FEIS
provides a comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried
forward based on engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification
for the identification of Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter
IV of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 2:
No sole source aquifers, active water supply reservoirs, or wells are located near the
Project. The Project will have no impact to potable water.

Chapter VI of this FEIS specifically reviewed Air Quality, Water, Soil, and Hazardous
Material impacts on Children’s Health. The build alternatives would pose no health or
safety risks that would disproportionately affect children. The build alternatives would
have no significant effects on air quality, as the net change in emissions of NO, VOC, and
PM, s between 2040 No-Build and the 2040 Build scenario would be below de minimis
levels (levels too low to measure or to have meaningful environmental or health impacts).
In accordance with the General Conformity Thresholds, it is unlikely that emissions
associated with the ventilation facilities would cause, or substantially contribute to a
violation of NAAQS, established by the USEPA.

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses
including even those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is
proposed at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports
and photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted, or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age), the property owner would be compensated for the cost of repairs.
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Response to Comment 3:

The Project has been planned mostly underground in order to avoid greater impacts to the
community. Fire in a tunnel is much less damaging to a community than a fire or other
emergency event on an above-ground track running through the neighborhood. The new
B&P Tunnel will be designed to be better equipped and prepared than the current B&P
Tunnel.

FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.

Response to Comment 4:

Regarding diesel emissions, when NO; levels are below applicable standards, other
pollutants of concern are also within the appropriate range. As a result, when the Project
Team analyzed predicted emissions from Ventilation Facilities, it focused on evaluating
NO,.

The American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model
(AERMOD) was used to evaluate the potential 1-hour NO, emissions from the Project.
AERMOD is the US Environmental Protection Agency’s preferred and recommended air
dispersion model. For the AERMOD analysis, a “worst case” scenario was analyzed
assuming an average of ten diesel trains per hour operating between the hours of 6:00 am
to 7:00 pm (peak hours of operation). No diesel operations were assumed from 10:00 pm
to 3:00 am and partial operations (i.e., five diesel trains per hour) were assumed for the
remaining time. Air emissions from the diesel train operations were assumed to exit
through the north and south portals and from all three ventilation facilities. The emissions
associated with the proposed portals and ventilation facilities would not result in adverse
impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO, concentrations were predicted to be
below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards threshold levels that were set to
safeguard public health. Air dispersion modeling results are found in Chapter VI.
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Response to Comment 1:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and

1 individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 2:

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO,
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
2 acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation facility air dispersion modeling.

Chapter VI of this FEIS specifically reviewed Air Quality, Water, Soil, and Hazardous
Material impacts on Children’s Health. The The build alternatives would pose no health or
3 safety risks that would disproportionately affect children. The build alternatives would
have no significant effects on air quality, as the net change in emissions of NO, VOC, and
PM, s between 2040 No-Build and the 2040 Build scenario would be below de minimis
levels (levels too low to measure or to have meaningful environmental or health impacts).
In accordance with the General Conformity Thresholds, it is unlikely that emissions
associated with the ventilation facilities would cause, or substantially contribute to a
violation of NAAQS, established by the USEPA.

Response to Comment 3:

Norfolk Southern has a Common Carrier Obligation, which prohibits it from refusing
reasonable requests for their service, including transportation of hazardous materials.
Hazardous/flammable materials can be transported along the Northeast Corridor and
through the B&P Tunnel subject to the US Department of Transportation (USDOT)
regulations governing the proper labeling/placarding and transportation of such regulated
materials or wastes. The rules are explained

at https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0444. From that text:
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Under authority delegated to FRA by the Secretary of Transportation, the
Hazardous Materials Division administers a safety program that oversees the
movement of hazardous materials (including dangerous goods), such as petroleum,
chemical, and nuclear products, throughout the Nation’s rail transportation system,
including shipments transported to and from international organizations. The
Division also has authority to oversee the movement of a package marked to indicate
compliance with a Federal or international hazardous materials standard, even if
such a package does not contain a hazardous material.

FRA requires a range of measures that minimize the risk to the public, including container
labeling, container durability standards, emergency response information and safety and
security plans. Local first responders receive training in hazardous materials incidents for
specific facilities, including the B&P Tunnel. Build alternatives would be constructed to
meet current standards for fire protection.
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Response to Comment 1:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.
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Response to Comment 2:

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.

Response to Comment 3:
No sole source aquifers, active water supply reservoirs, or wells are located near the
Project. The Project will have no impact to potable water.

Response to Comment 4:

Chapter VI of this FEIS specifically reviewed Air Quality, Water, Soil, and Hazardous
Material impacts on Children’s Health. The build alternatives would pose no health or
safety risks that would disproportionately affect children. The build alternatives would
have no significant effects on air quality, as the net change in emissions of NO4 VOC, and
PM, s between 2040 No-Build and the 2040 Build scenario would be below de minimis
levels (levels too low to measure or to have meaningful environmental or health impacts).
In accordance with the General Conformity Thresholds, it is unlikely that emissions
associated with the ventilation facilities would cause, or substantially contribute to a
violation of NAAQS, established by the USEPA.
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DEIS Comment 155:

Response to Comment 1:

The report provided, A Proposal to Unravel Baltimore’s Tangled Rail Lines, argues for a
comprehensive system approach to rail planning in Baltimore and the mid-Atlantic region.
It describes a list of projects and the order in which they should be completed. The report
takes into consideration local, state, and regional transportation routes, and recommends
new construction at a number of locations in order to relieve congestion and create
opportunities for expanding rail service in the future.

While recommendations in the report focus on resolving issues at a regional level, they
would not address or resolve the specific needs of the B&P Tunnel; therefore, the
improvements suggested in the report would be beyond the purview of the Project. The
existing B&P Tunnel is more than 140 years old and is approaching the end of its useful life.
It is considered to be structurally deficient due to its age, the original design, and wear and
tear. The Tunnel is also functionally obsolete and unable to meet current and future rail
demands. For additional information regarding the purpose and need of the Project, please
see Chapter Il of this FEIS.

To review the September 2015 report in its entirety, please refer to DEIS Comment #11.
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Response to Comment 1:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.
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Response to Comment 2:

The emissions associated with the proposed ventilation facilities and the air exiting the
portals would not result in adverse impacts to air quality. The maximum 1-hour NO,
concentrations were predicted to be below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
2 (NAAQS) threshold, set to safeguard public health. Because the concentrations of NO;
were within acceptable levels, all other criteria pollutant concentrations would be within
acceptable levels of the NAAQS. Chapter VI provides details of the air quality analysis,
including ventilation facility air dispersion modeling.

Response to Comment 3:

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.

Children’s Health was assessed for Air Quality, Water, Soil and Hazardous Material and is
described in Chapter VI of this FEIS. The build alternatives would pose no health or safety
risks that would disproportionately affect children. The build alternatives would have no
significant effects on air quality, as the net change in emissions of NOx VOC, and PM; 5

3 between 2040 No-Build and the 2040 Build scenario would be below de minimis levels
(levels too low to measure or to have meaningful environmental or health impacts). In
accordance with the General Conformity Thresholds, it is unlikely that emissions associated
with the ventilation plants would cause, or substantially contribute to a violation of
NAAQS, established by the USEPA. No sole source aquifers, active water supply reservoirs,
or wells are located near the Project. The Project will have no impact to potable water.
Under the Preferred Alternative, 112 sites of concern were identified within 1 mile of the
alignment; once type and extent of contamination and details of construction are known,
potential risk and exposure can be assessed and appropriate documentation in place.
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DEIS Comment 157:

Response to Comment 1:

Potential environmental impacts to the Study Area communities as a result of the Project
are documented in Chapter VI of the FEIS. For all build alternatives, the majority of the
Project would be constructed underground, and north portal construction (including north
ventilation facilities) would take place within existing transportation land uses. Impacts
would primarily occur due to the construction of the south portal and the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility.

For Alternative 3A, community impact would occur due to the estimated displacement of
nine businesses. For the Preferred Alternative, community impacts would be due to the
estimated displacement of 22 residential buildings, 13 businesses, and four places of
worship. For Alternative 3C, community impacts would be due to the estimated
displacement of 12 residential buildings, 16 businesses, and 1 fire station. The Project
Team is working with community groups and community members to determine the most
effective mitigation measures. These efforts are ongoing and are found in Chapter VII.
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Response to Comment 2:

Under Executive Order (12898), federal agencies are required to identify and address
disproportionately high and adverse effects of federal projects on the health or
environment of minority and low-income populations to the greatest extent practicable
and permitted by law. The Department of Transportation’s environmental justice initiatives
accomplish this goal by involving the potentially affected public in developing
transportation projects that fit harmoniously within their communities without sacrificing
safety or mobility.

The B&P Project Team has performed an Environmental Justice (EJ) analysis consistent with
EO 12898 and subsequent USDOT Orders. A critical component of the Executive Order on
environmental justice is public outreach. The Project Team has conducted extensive
engagement with the community throughout the development of the Project, as detailed
in Chapter VIII. Meetings were held with local officials; public, local, and regional
organizations; government agencies; and representatives of affected EJ communities along
the evaluated alternative alignment. Three Public Open Houses, as well as ten community
meetings, have been held where the public was given the opportunity to learn about the
Project development in-person, ask questions, and engage in discussions with the Project
Team. The Project Team also attended several local community association meetings with
environmental justice populations to present information on the Project and respond to
questions in smaller, neighborhood-focused settings. Additionally, the Project Team
attended meetings at the request of the following organizations: Residents Against the
Tunnel (RATT) on May 24, 2016 at the Beth AM Synagogue; No Boundaries Coalition on
June 14, 2016 at St. Peter’s Clavier Church; and Baltimore City Public Schools on June 16,
2016 at John Eager Howard Elementary School.

Direct mailings to residents in the Study Area included property owners within one-quarter
mile of the build alternatives, as well as additional properties within the south portal area
that could potentially be impacted by the Project. The Project website continues to post
meeting notices, Project information, and avenues to comment. Publications including
print advertisements, newsletters, and fliers have been distributed at transit hub locations,
educational facilities, libraries, senior homes, shopping centers, laundromats, places of
worship, and other organizations.

The Project Team studied community composition in the areas affected by the build
alternatives. It reviewed data from the American Community Survey 2009-2013 for
minority and low-income populations, the National Center for Educational Statistics,
government-assisted housing programs, historical references, city officials, field visits, and
community meetings. From this information, the Project Team learned that of the 77
Census Block Groups in the Study Area, 72 contain minority race and/or ethnicity
populations of 50 percent or more. Thirty-six Census Block Groups contain 32 percent or
higher low-income households. More information can be found in Chapter V of this FEIS.

Because the build alternatives are located almost entirely within E} communities within the
Study Area, the effects would be borne primarily by minority and low-income populations.
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For the Preferred Alternative, neighborhood and community facility impacts would
primarily occur at the north portal within the Jones Falls area neighborhood, the south
portal within the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood, and the Intermediate Ventilation
Facility location within the Reservoir Hill neighborhood. The Preferred Alternative would
result in 22 residential and 6 commercial property displacements. Four places of worship in
the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood would be displaced. There would be high and

4 adverse effects to EJ populations from noise, as well as medium and adverse effects to EJ
populations from visual quality due to the placement of a ventilation facility. Alternative 3A
would displace no residential buildings, and Alternative 3C would displace 12 residential
buildings.

As the Project is advanced to the design phase and if funding is available, the Project
sponsor would carry out mitigation measures and would continue to work with the
community in order to minimize impacts. The vast majority of this Project will be
underground which would reduce the overall impact to the communities. The Project
sponsor will also establish a fund to support community development within affected
communities, as well as a fund for maintenance of and improvement to publicly-owned
parks and recreational facilities within % mile of the Project alignment. The Project will
coordinate with local job training organizations to facilitate targeted job training and
include construction contract goals for workers of social and economic disadvantage. The
Project sponsor will also provide relocation protections to property owners and tenants
pursuant to the Uniform Relocation Act. For more information, please refer to Chapter VII
of this FEIS.

Response to Comment 3:

The existing B&P Tunnel tracks are in Bolton Hill. Options as to where the new B&P Tunnel
should reside are limited. Due to the geography and the shallowness of the area beneath
Bolton Hill, this area was not a feasible option for the proposed Tunnel, whereas the area
underneath Reservoir Hill is deeper and more practicable.

Response to Comment 4:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.
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Response to Comment 1:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted, or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-
construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age), the property owner would be compensated for the cost of repairs.

Response to Comment 2:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

The economic and housing markets in Reservoir Hill are subject to many variables and
externalities outside of the Project. This fact makes it virtually impossible to predict or
measure the future economic impact of the Project on the Reservoir Hill community.

Response to Comment 3:

Children’s Health was assessed for Air Quality, Water, Soil and Hazardous Material and is
described in Chapter VI of this FEIS. The build alternatives would pose no health or safety
risks that would disproportionately affect children. The build alternatives would have no
significant effects on air quality, as the net change in emissions of NO, VOC, and PM; 5
between 2040 No-Build and the 2040 Build scenario would be below de minimis levels
(levels too low to measure or to have meaningful environmental or health impacts). In
accordance with the General Conformity Thresholds, it is unlikely that emissions associated
with the ventilation plants would cause, or substantially contribute to a violation of
NAAQS, established by the USEPA. No sole source aquifers, active water supply reservoirs,
or wells are located near the Project. The Project will have no impact to potable water.
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Under the Preferred Alternative, 112 sites of concern were identified within 1 mile of the
alignment; once type and extent of contamination and details of construction are known,
potential risk and exposure can be assessed and appropriate documentation in place.
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DEIS Comment 159:
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Response to Comment 1:

As described in this FEIS, the initial range of alternatives was identified based on previous
studies and during the preliminary alternatives development phase of the Project. A total
of 16 preliminary alternatives were identified, including Alternative 1: No-Build, Alternative
2: Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, and 14 new location alternatives. The 14 new
location alternatives included five alternatives based on previous studies (Alternatives 3
through 7), and nine additional alternatives identified by this Project (Alternatives 8
through 16). The preliminary alternatives screening process was applied to all of the 16
preliminary alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1: No-Build and Alternative 2:
Restore/Rehabilitate Existing B&P Tunnel, in accordance with Council on Environmental
Quality regulations (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)).

Alternatives 3 through 16 were first screened for fatal flaws that clearly rendered the
alternative not feasible or unreasonable. An alternative was considered to have a fatal flaw
if it did not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need, did not utilize existing infrastructure at
Baltimore Penn Station and the Gwynns Falls Bridge, or would result in an unacceptable
engineering issue that could not be reasonably avoided or solved during the early stages of
alternatives development. Alternative 5: Route 40, along with Alternatives 6, 7, 14, 15, and
16 were all found to have a fatal flaw. Chapter Il of the FEIS details the basis of elimination
or retention for each alternative.

Since the publication of the DEIS, Alternative 3B was selected as the Preferred Alternative.
Alternative 3B was advanced through a comprehensive alternatives development and
evaluation process that incorporated input from the public as well as federal, state and
local government agencies. These changes resulted in sizeable reductions in impacts,
particularly to residences and historic resources. Chapter Ill in this FEIS provides a
comparison of the Preferred Alternative to the other alternatives carried forward based on
engineering and environmental evaluation criteria. Further justification for the selection of
Alternative 3B as the Preferred Alternative is described in Chapter IV of this FEIS.

The build alternatives would impact the Midtown-Edmondson Historic District.
Construction of the Preferred Alternative would require demolition of nine historic
properties, located in the Midtown-Edmondson neighborhood. The build alternatives
would also impact the Reservoir Hill Historic District as a result of the Intermediate
Ventilation Facility. The Intermediate Ventilation Facility would be constructed along 900-
940 West North Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), which would constitute a Section
4(f) use resulting from demolition of a contributing resource. Further analysis of historic
properties is found in Chapter VI of this FEIS. Potential mitigation strategies include
historic property documentation, establishment of a historic properties preservation fund,
and interpretive signage. More information on potential Section 4(f) mitigation measures
are available in Chapter VI and Chapter VII.
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Response to Comment 2:

The Project Team has studied potential impacts to the housing stock in the Study Area and
determined that the estimated vibration is not sufficient to damage fragile houses,
including those constructed on rubble foundations. A pre-construction survey is proposed
at select buildings in the Study Area which will be documented in written reports and
photographs. These buildings would be selected based on a number of factors, which
include sites where vibration or ground-borne noise impacts are predicted, or sites
identified by the community as hyper-sensitive or otherwise of interest. If a property
owner believes structural damage has occurred as a result of vibration during construction,
he or she would be able to file a claim and the property would be compared to its pre-

4 construction condition. If the structural damage is determined to have been caused by the
Project construction activities rather than other factors (such as normal deterioration due
to old age), the property owner would be compensated for the cost of repairs.

Response to Comment 3:

The preferred location of the Intermediate Ventilation Facility is 900-940 West North
Avenue (including 1000 Linden Avenue), and not the Whitelock Street or Brookfield
Avenue sites. The Project Team considered additional locations beyond the Whitelock
Street and Brookfield Avenue sites based on community input and the need to reduce
environmental impacts. The North Avenue site is more commercial in nature than the
Whitelock Street site, and a ventilation facility would blend better with the land use in that
corridor. The ventilation facility would be designed to fit into the aesthetic context of the
surrounding area. Ventilation facility construction has the potential to affect community
character with noise impacts and displacement of residences and community facilities, as
described in Chapter VI. Mitigation efforts are ongoing with community groups and
individual community members to identify potential mitigation measures, which are
documented in this FEIS in Chapter VII.

Response to Comment 4:

No impacts to public health are anticipated from construction of the build alternatives. The
build alternatives would conform to federal and state air quality standards and if a public
health and safety concern is identified during hazardous materials investigations,
provisions within the investigation Health and Safety Plan will be implemented and
regulatory authorities notified to appropriately mitigate the hazardous material concerns.

Response to Comment 5:

The Project Team has engaged in extensive public outreach throughout the development
of the project, including holding three public open houses and ten community meetings
where the public was given the opportunity to learn about the project and engage in
discussion with the Project Team. In addition to these meetings, the Project Team is
working with community groups and individual community members to determine the
most effective mitigation measures to address issues concerning community impact, noise
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and vibration impacts, and community health (among others) as described in Chapter VI.
The Project Team has met with community members on two occasions: May 10 and May
31, 2016, to discuss project mitigation as described in Chapter VII. These efforts are
ongoing and are documented in this FEIS. Additional details of this outreach are described
in Chapter VI as well as Chapter VIII.
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